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Abstract
This thesis is based on exploring and challenging one of the key accountability processes of
the Australian Federal Parliament, the budget estimates hearings of the Senate Legislation
Committees. The scrutiny of the budget estimates by these committees allows the Senate to
assess the operational and financial performance of public service organisations as well as
their administration of government policy and programs. In light of the recent public sector
reforms and the shift in focus from administration of service delivery to management in the
public sector this examination is timely.

Like many government processes the Senate

Legislation Committee hearings of the budget estimates is generally accepted as an
appropriate accountability process, however this thesis will examine whether the estimates
hearings do actually contribute to public sector financial accountability.

The methodological approach adopted in this study is based on the application of three
complementary research methods, content analysis, thematic analysis and critical discourse
analysis, which flow from one to the other to construct a qualitative analysis of the research
data, (Hansard transcripts of selected budget estimates hearing of one Senate Legislation
Committee over the period 2001-02 to 2007-08). The findings of this analysis are discussed
based on a theoretical framework shaped by the key components of two political economy
theories: institutional theory and the theory of legitimation. The perspective of the theory of
legitimation taken in this study is the social-constructionalist perspective which views
processes as being continuously developed through interactions in society (Richardson 1987).
In addition to the above, the research data will be reviewed using a Benthamite lens which
reflects 18th century social commentator Jeremy Bentham’s thoughts on good public
administration particularly in the areas of reporting and the (mis)use of language. The
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inclusion of the Benthamite lens supports the analysis undertaken through critical discourse
analysis as both have a keen focus on the (mis)use of language to reinforce the dominance of
those in control.

The exploration of the Senate Legislation Committee estimates hearings in this thesis through
the application of the research methods demonstrates that these hearings do contribute to
public sector financial accountability. However some of the participants, especially the
Parliamentarians, did use their time on the Committees to push their own political agendas.
Yet this did not prevent the Committees from achieving their stated objective of scrutinising
the expenditure proposals, operations and activities of government organisations to some
extent.

The primary contribution this research makes is to the academic literature on public sector
accountability.

This contribution is made in a number of specific areas including

accountability literature and public sector financial reform literature. The academic literature
specifically on the accountability process of the estimates hearings is extremely limited.

The importance of public sector accountability, the associated disclosures and an
understanding of the language used in these disclosures provides a fertile ground for future
research. This future research could be based on the joint application of critical discourse
analysis and the Benthamite lens developed in this study. In addition future research could
focus on those programs for which government organisations received funds but which were
not discussed in the hearings. The identification of these silent topics and the exploration of
why they weren’t discussed in the estimates hearings may also provide valuable insight into
the public sector accountability processes.
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Chapter 1 – Introduction
… the doors of all public establishments ought to be thrown wide open to the body of the
curious at large – the great open committee of the tribunal of the world. And who ever
objects to such publicity, where it is practicable, but those whose motives for objection afford
the strongest reasons for it? (Bentham cited in Bowring 1843c, p. 46).

The above quote outlines the motivation and focus of this thesis and paints a vivid picture of
the particular paradigm used to evaluate the literature and research data in this study. The
key focus of this thesis is based on exploring and examining the discharge of financial
accountability by public sector reporting entities – public establishments – to those to who
they are accountable – the body of the curious at large – through one of sector’s
accountability processes.

This chapter provides an introduction to the thesis as well as outlines the paradigm upon
which the study was based. Separate sections in this chapter include discussion on the
context of this study including the physical, operational and political environment; the
motivation and significance of this study, the theoretical and methodological frameworks of
the study as well as the scope of the study. This chapter concludes with an outline of the
structure of this thesis to provide a clear map of the research journey undertaken.

Context
Environmental / Situational Context
The context of this thesis is guided by the financial operations and activities of the Australian
Commonwealth Government.

Australia operates under a three tier government system

consisting of Federal (Commonwealth) Government; State Government and Local
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Government (Boon, Crowe, McKinnon & Ross 2005). The Federal Parliament, under the
Commonwealth of Australia Constitution Act, oversees a federation consisting of six states
and two territories (Burritt & Welch 1997a). Within the States and Territories are local
government councils.

The Federal Parliament, which consists of the Queen, a Senate, and a House of
Representatives (Australian Parliament 2008) has the
“... exclusive power to make laws for the peace, order, and good government of the
Commonwealth with respect to: (i) The seat of the government of the
Commonwealth, and all places acquired by the Commonwealth for public purposes;
(ii) Matters relating to any department of the public service the control of which is by
this Constitution transferred to the Executive Government or the Commonwealth; and
(iii) Other matters declared by this Constitution to be within the exclusive power of
the Parliament” (Australian Parliament 2003, section 52).

The State Governments have the power to make laws “for the peace, order and good
government of that State” (Australia Act 1986, section 2) while the Territories, including the
Northern Territory and the Australian Capital Territory, are “responsible for most state-type
functions … with the power to legislate for state-type functions except: matters relating to
Aboriginal land; the mining of uranium; national parks; and most matters of industrial
relations” (Northern Territory Government 2010). The key issue in relation to State and
Territory governments is “when a law of a State is inconsistent with a law of the
Commonwealth, the latter shall prevail, and the former shall, to the extent of the
inconsistency, be invalid” (Commonwealth of Australia Constitution Act, section 109).
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The third tier of government in Australia is local government whose role and responsibilities
are guided by the relevant State and Territories governments. For example section 51 of the
Constitution Act 1902 [NSW] states:
“(1) There shall continue to be a system of local government for the State under
which duly elected or duly appointed local government bodies are constituted with
responsibilities for acting for the better government of those parts of the State that are
from time to time subject to that system of local government.
(2) The manner in which local government bodies are constituted and the nature and
extent of their powers, authorities, duties and functions shall be as determined by or in
accordance with laws of the Legislature” (Constitution Act 1902 [NSW], section 51).

The key responsibilities of the local governments in Australia are in relation to building and
maintaining roads; developing infrastructure for essential services, such as water supply; and
providing waste removal, community sporting facilities and care services such as child and
aged care (Boon et al, 2005).

This thesis is set around one of the key processes of the Australian Federal Parliament, Senate
Legislation Committees, currently used in Australia to contribute to the discharge of the
financial accountabilities of the Australian Commonwealth government (public sector)
reporting entities. Twice each year the Senate refers the estimates of the proposed annual
expenditure of Federal Government departments and authorities, contained in the
Appropriation Bills, to one of its Senate Legislation Committees for their examination and
reporting (Senate Brief 5, 2005). There are currently eight Senate Legislation Committees
with each one having specific responsibilities to their defined areas. The following is a list of
the Senate Legislation Committees as at October 20101: Community Affairs; Economics;

1

The names, coverage and areas of responsibility, of the Senate Committees are periodically reviewed,
particularly after an election. For example the Senate Legislation Committee on Environment and
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Education, Employment and Workplace Relations; Environment and Communications;
Finance and Public Administration; Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade; Legal and
Constitutional Affairs; and Rural Affairs and Transport (APH 2012).

Each of these Senate Legislation Committees consist of six Senators — three from the
Government (one of whom is the committee chair), two from the Opposition and one
representing the Minor parties or independents (Senate Brief 5, 2005). In addition, other
Senators who have an interest in a particular area being examined and discussed may also
attend and participate.

However, the level of participation allowed of other Senators

attending the committee hearings who are not part of the official committee is limited, for
example they cannot participate in specific functions of the committee such as voting on
points of order raised during the hearing.

The scrutiny of the estimates disclosed in the Appropriation Bills by the Legislation
Committees allows the Senate to assess the performance of the public service and its
administration of Government policy and programs (Evans 2004; 2008). This is possible as a
key feature of the committee is that Senators can directly question officers of the public
service about a government organisation’s proposed expenditure and the effectiveness and
efficiency of various programs that are implemented and delivered by the government
organisation. However, the public servants are “not [to] be asked to give opinions on matters
of policy” (Finance and Public Administration Legislation Committee 2006).

It is important to note there is another key financial accountability process in the Australian
public sector, the Joint Committee of Public Accounts and Audit (JCPAA) which focuses on
Communications was called the Senate Legislation Committee on Environment, Communications and the Arts
prior to the August 2010 Federal election.
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reviewing “the performance of all departments and agencies supported by funds approved by
parliament” (Thomas 2009, p. 387). The JCPAA relies on the Annual Reports and reports
from the Auditor General in its review. While both the JCPAA and the estimates hearings of
the Senate Legislation Committees review the performance of the government organisations
and both may use the Annual Reports to assist in their review the major difference is that the
primary focus of the estimates hearings is on budget estimates and the main documents
referred to in the examination of the estimates are the Portfolio Budget Statements. This
thesis is based on the estimates hearings of the Senate Legislation Committees.

More

discussion of the Senate Legislation Committee and Portfolio Budget Statements is provided
in Chapter 2.

Operational Context - New Public Management
The Australian Commonwealth public sector, since the early 1990s, has undergone a
succession of financial reforms, the most notable being the adoption of accrual accounting
and budgeting and the development and implementation of an outcomes and output
framework. These reforms were adopted and implemented in an effort to improve the
Commonwealth Government’s efficiency, effectiveness and accountability (Barton 2005;
Guthrie 1998), its transparency (Barrett 2004), as well as its productivity and competitiveness
(Boxall 1998). Jackson and Lapsley (2003) suggest the major implication of these reforms is
an increased emphasis in the public sector on management rather than on administration of
services and as such has been termed as new public management (NPM). This complements
Boxall’s explanation that the main objectives of many of the reforms is “the encouragement
of a culture of performance and making the public sector more responsive to the needs of
government” (1998, p. 18). Boxall’s (1998) comments support the general perception that
before these reforms the public sector was inefficient, in comparison to the private sector,
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(Ball & Grubnic 2007; Barton 2005; Guthrie 1998), unresponsive to the needs of the
Government and, in turn, unresponsive to the needs of the public.

This perception is

maintained by the constant negative press politicians, Government and the public service
receive in today’s media.

More detailed discussion on public sector reforms and the

influence of the notion of new public management is presented in Chapter 2.

Accountability
Accountability is a key focus of and in the public sector. Funnell and Cooper (1998) explain
accountability is based on the notion that those who have been delegated authority to
undertake specific activities and make certain decisions have an obligation to answer for
these actions and decisions. This view is consistent with Mulgan (1997) who suggests that
accountability implies a relationship of authority based on the idea that those who are
accountable are subordinate to those to whom they received the delegated authority. A public
sector organisation can acquit its accountability requirements via several processes, including
annual reporting and providing detailed budget information (ANAO 2003, p. 22) which
contribute to the information used in Senate Legislation Committees’ estimates hearings.
The Senate Legislation Committee is a key feature in the Government’s and Parliament’s
desire to properly discharge their financial accountabilities to the Australia electorate. The
Senate Legislation Committee provides a channel for government organisations, through
senior public servants and their respective Ministers, to be held to account for the decisions
they have made in relation to the use of the funds appropriated. A key criterion for the
discharge of financial accountability is transparency which Cameron (2004) explains is the
essence of accountability. One way that transparency is achieved in the public sector is
through the requirement that Senate Legislation Committees examine the budget estimates in
public hearings as these committees do not have the power to take evidence in secret. This is
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one way that transparency is achieved in the public sector. Through the provision of “full,
accurate and clear information” (ANAO 2003, p. 8) transparency in the operations and
performance of a public sector organisation is demonstrated. Chapter 2 includes a detailed
discussion on accountability as well as discussion on the forms of accountability.

Motivation of Study
The initial impetus for this research study came about in 2000 when watching the
proceedings of the estimates hearings of the Senate Legislation Committees, via the
Parliament’s live broadcast2, and later reading the Senate Legislation Committees estimates
Hansards while working in the Department of Finance and Administration (DOFA), now the
Department of Finance and Deregulation. The lively debate and political ranting seemed to
obscure the main objective of the Senate Legislation Committee estimates hearings which is
to review and report back to the Senate on the proposed annual expenditure of government
departments and authorities. This interest in the estimates hearings was reinforced during the
period 2001 – 2004 while working a number of budget preparation roles in other
Commonwealth government organisations. The experience and growing interest turned to a
deeper questioning about the importance of this process and the contribution these
committees and hearings made to discharging Parliament’s and the Government’s financial
accountabilities. After undertaking some research to locate literature on the Senate Estimates
hearings it was found there is very limited academic literature on the topic. Rather the vast
majority of academic literature on public sector accountability processes was predominantly
on the different categories of accountability. Indeed the only research which covers the
Senate Estimates hearings in any particular useful detail are Mulgan 2008, Thomas 2009 and
2

Senate estimates hearings are broadcast live over the Internet. Details can be found at
www.aph.gov.au/livebroadcasting/
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Evans 2004 and 2008. This lack of academic research and literature along with the interest of
the actual hearings are the key motivations for undertaking this study.

Research Questions
The primary research question explored in this thesis is:
To what extent does the Senate Estimates process contribute to the discharge of
Parliament’s and Government’s financial accountability?

Following on from this research question a secondary research question was identified as
being complementary and indeed necessary in addressing the primary question:
To what degree do the outcomes of the Senate Estimates committees serve the
interests of the public or the interests of Senators (and their parties); senior
departmental officers (and their departments); or Portfolio Ministers (and their
parties)?

The key concept in this thesis is accountability and the discharging of that accountability.
Accountability is an often misused and confusing notion (Gray 2001) however it is generally
accepted, as discussed in Funnell and Cooper (1998), that accountability implies a
relationship of authority, based on the idea that those who are accountable are in some sense
subordinate to those to whom they must give account (Mulgan 1997, p. 27).

This is

consistent with Gray, Owen, and Adams (1996) statement “accountability can be simply
defined as the duty to provide an account ... or reckoning of those actions for which one is
held responsible” (p. 38).
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However, it is questionable whether Parliament and Government are subordinate to the
Australian electorate, especially because Parliament developed and approved the
implementation of the current accountability processes — “in the public sector, the public
accountability process is largely determined by legislation and the parliamentary system”
(Cameron 2004, p. 59). Barrett (2003), a former Auditor-General of the Australian National
Audit Office (ANAO)3, explained that accountability in the public sector implies conformity
with a system of administrative processes designed to designate authority for administrative
actions, and simultaneously provide a framework for reporting and checking on actions taken.

Scope of study
The data upon which this thesis is based is the Senate Legislation Committee on Environment
and Communications estimates hearings for two different Commonwealth Government
reporting entities over a period of seven financial years 2001-02 to 2007-08. The first
reporting entity is the Australian Antarctic Division and the second reporting entity is the
Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority.

The period of 2001-02 to 2007-08 was selected as this was a period of Government stability
with the Liberal Party of Australia, in Coalition with the National Party of Australia, in
Government (Liberal Party of Australia 2010). While the Coalition initially came to power
after the 1996 Federal election 2001-02 was chosen as the start of the period to be reviewed
in this thesis as the 2001 Federal election was the first election held after the Commonwealth
moved to a “full accrual budgeting and reporting framework” (Fahey 2000, p. 2). The last
year in the period, 2007-08, was chosen as the Coalition lost the 2007 Federal election to the
3

The Australian National Audit Office (ANAO) is “a specialist public sector practice providing a full range of
audit services to the Parliament and Commonwealth public sector agencies and statutory bodies” (ANAO 2010).
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Australian Labor Party and as such the budget measurements and focus changed in 2008-09
with a new the political party in Government. The change in Government would also result
in change in membership of the Senate Legislation Committees as would political control of
these committees. The period of 2001-02 to 2007-08 was a period of consistency and was
also a manageable period to review for this thesis.

The selection of the Australian Antarctic Division and the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park
Authority was influenced by a number of factors. First, both are different government
reporting entities, with different legislated disclosure requirements, one a Division of a
Federal Government agency and the other a Commonwealth Authority and Statutory Agency.
The second factor was both reporting entities are in the same portfolio and as such the same
Senate Legislation Committee would be reviewing the budget estimates of both entities. This
would allow for some consistency in reviewing the hearings in relation to addressing the
identified research questions. The third factor was the range of budget measures and topics
of political interest over the period ensured a broad diversity material for discussion in the
estimates hearings. The final key factor was the level of media interest and coverage of some
of the topics raised, for example the issue of mining minerals in the Antarctic which was
raised in one of the hearings of the Australian Antarctic Division budget estimates. The
following section outlines the two selected reporting entities in more detail.

The Australian Antarctic Division (AAD) is a division of the Australian Commonwealth
Government

Department

of

Sustainability,

Environment,

Water,

Population

and

Communities. The AAD is responsible for the delivery of the Department’s Outcome 3 –
“Advancement of Australia’s strategic, scientific, environmental and economic interests in
the Antarctic by protecting, administering and researching the region” (DEWHA 2010).
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Associated with this outcome are four primary goals which contribute to the Department of
Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities Outcome 3. The first goal
is to “maintain the Antarctic Treaty System and enhance Australia's influence in it”, the
second goal is to “protect the Antarctic environment”, the third goal is “understand the role of
Antarctica in the global climate system” and the fourth and final goal is to “undertake
scientific work of practical, economic and national significance” (AAD 2010a). The role and
performance of the Australian Antarctic Division will be discussed in more detail later in this
thesis, particularly in Chapters 5 and 6.

The Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority (GBRMPA) is a Commonwealth Authority
and Statutory Agency (DEWHA 2010) established under the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park
Act 1975. The responsibilities of the GBRMPA include making recommendations to the
Minister in relation to the care and development of the Marine Park (Great Barrier Reef
Marine Park Act 1975, section 7 (1)) and management of the Marine Park (Great Barrier Reef
Marine Park Act 1975, section 7A (1B)). These responsibilities are consistent with the stated
GBRMPA’s primary goal “To provide for the long-term protection, ecologically sustainable
use, understanding and enjoyment of the Great Barrier Reef through the care and
development of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park” (GBRMPA 2004, p.1). A more detailed
discussion on the role and performance of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority will
be presented in Chapters 5 and 6.

The next section will outline and discuss the theoretical framework of this thesis.
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Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework upon which this thesis is constructed is based on the intersection
and adoption of key components of different political economy theories including the theory
of legitimation and institutional theory. The theoretical framework is also influenced by
Jeremy Bentham’s4 discussion on topics such as public administration, bookkeeping and
publicity (reporting) as well as his thoughts on utilitarianism, rights and justice.

It is

important to note that this theoretical framework has not been developed based on the notion
of triangulation within or between methods, nor is it an example of Laughlin’s Middle Range
thinking (Laughlin 1995). Rather, the theoretical framework is the intersection of the theory
of legitimation and institutional theory viewed through a Benthamite lens constructed to
evaluate the research data and discussion from the application of the chosen research
methods.

To properly conduct this research it is first necessary to identify the ontological assumptions,
that is, the assumptions on “the nature of being or reality” (Dillard 1991, p. 11). The
identification of these assumptions is critical because different ontological assumptions imply
different grounds for knowledge, different epistemologies, different methodologies and the
assumptions direct the sorts of research questions to be asked (Burrell & Morgan 1979;
Morgan & Smircich 1980; Tomkins & Groves 1983).

This thesis is based upon the

assumption that reality is a social construction created through the medium of language,
labels, actions and routines (Morgan & Smircich 1980), rather than the realist ontological
assumption where reality is assumed to exist independently of the individual [realism]
(Burrell & Morgan 1979).

More detailed discussion on the ontological assumptions is

provided in Chapter 3.
44

Jeremy Bentham was an 18th century lawyer, economist, social commentator and philosopher.
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Once the ontological assumptions upon which the research is based are identified the
epistemological assumptions, the means or process of knowing (Dillard 1991), need to be
identified. The importance of identifying a researcher’s epistemological assumption[s] is
based on the notion that the researcher decides what is to count as acceptable truth by
specifying the criteria and process of assessing truth claims (Chua 1986). The ontological
assumption based on reality as a social construction is supported by an epistemology which
focuses on analysing the process through which reality is created with the understanding of
that process as the basis for knowledge (Morgan & Smircich 1980). Burrell and Morgan
suggest the epistemological stance for this ontological assumption is to “understand how
social reality is created” (1979, p. 492). This epistemological assumption can be categorised
as an anti-positivist epistemology in that it assumes the world is essentially relativistic where
causal relationships are non-existent and to understand the world individuals rely on their
points of view (Burrell & Morgan 1979; Dillard 1991).

The next step in the research design is to identify the appropriate methodology and methods
to evaluate the research data. Whilst the two terms, methodology and method are two terms
often used [incorrectly] interchangeably it is important to distinguish the two when discussing
research. Methodology, the way in which research is conducted (Dillard 1991), indicates the
methods (Chua 1986) which are the specific techniques used to collect, analyse and report on
data (Neuman 2006). Due to the ontological and epistemological assumptions identified
above the methodological approach to be used in this research will be based on a more
subjectivist position.

This position, often referred to as ideographic research, is based

primarily on qualitative techniques which allow the researcher to describe their analysis of
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the research data through his or her subjective interpretation of the cultural and historical
events of the research subject (Dillard 1991; Gaffikin 2008).

As discussed above the design of this study is based on primarily qualitative research where
the purpose is to gain an understanding of how reality is constructed in a particular context.
Unlike quantitative research which uses different techniques to measure and describe what is
found, qualitative research is more of an approach rather than a particular set of techniques
(Morgan & Smircich 1980). This view is supported by Ahrens and Chapman who explain
that “with qualitative methodology goes an acknowledgement that the field is itself not just
part of the empirical world but is shaped by the theoretical interests of the researcher” (2006,
p. 820). The qualitative research methods used in this thesis are content analysis, which is
used in both quantitative and qualitative accounting research (Duriau, Reger & Pfarrer,
2007), thematic analysis and critical discourse analysis which “studies the way social power
abuse, dominance, and inequality are enacted, reproduced, and resisted by text and talk in the
social and political context” (van Dijk 2001, p. 352). Further detailed discussion on these
research methods is provided in Chapter 3.

Significance of this study
The significance of this study is through the primary contribution it makes to the literature on
public sector financial accountability.

While there is broad coverage of public sector

accountability there is very little which focuses specifically on the Senate Estimates process.
Secondary contributions of this thesis to academic literature are based on sub categories of or
areas which impact public sector accountability including public sector financial reforms, and
new public management. In addition a secondary contribution is made to the accounting
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literature through the attempt made to “unfreeze and challenge conventional discourses and
practices” (Sikka & Willmott 1997, p. 161) associated with estimates hearings of Senate
Legislation Committees. This study focuses on addressing two research questions both of
which explore taken-for-granted assumptions.

More discussion on the significance and contributions of this thesis is presented in Chapter 7.
The following section presents the structure of this thesis and a general overview of each of
the individual chapters.

Structure of thesis
This thesis is structured to present the study in a clear and systematic manner. That is, it has
been designed to flow smoothly and not confuse, or bore [hopefully], the reader. The
following is a brief outline of the structure of this thesis:


Chapter 1 outlines the context of the study so as to demonstrate how the focus of the
study, the discharge of financial accountability through the Senate Estimates process, sits
within the broader area of research, public sector accountability. This chapter explains
the motivations for the study followed by a discussion on the scope of this study. The
discussion then flows to the identification of the two research questions based on
exploring the contribution of the Senate Estimates process to public sector financial
accountability.

After presenting the research questions, the theoretical and

methodological frameworks, which will be used to evaluate the research data to address
the research questions, are introduced.

The final section of Chapter 1 outlines the

structure of the thesis so as to demonstrate the link between each consecutive chapter.
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Chapter 2 presents material to outline and define the background of the topic of this
study, the Australian Commonwealth public sector. This chapter outlines and discusses
the Westminster system of government, which is the foundation of the Australian
Parliament’s and Government’s accountability processes, followed by discussion on
public sector accountability. The next section of Chapter 2 outlines the recent public
sector reforms with specific focus on accrual accounting followed by the associated
Federal public sector financial reporting framework. The final section of the chapter
covers the Senate Estimates process and the supporting material used in the hearings to
assist the committees in their role.



Chapter 3 describes the research design and framework including the ontological
assumptions, the epistemological assumptions and methodological assumptions upon
which the study is based. This chapter includes a detailed descriptive discussion of the
three research methods: content analysis; thematic analysis; and critical discourse
analysis. The discussion outlines the appropriateness of the three research methods and
how the application of content analysis and thematic analysis informs and supports the
particular approach of critical discourse analysis applied in this study.



Chapter 4 explores the theoretical framework used to examine the topic and addresses the
associated research questions.

The theoretical framework is based on two political

economy theories, the theory of legitimation and institutional theory. The framework is
also influenced by a lens shaped by the work of Jeremy Bentham in the 18th and 19th
centuries on public administration, bookkeeping, reporting and the use of language. The
linkage between Bentham’s work, especially the (mis)use of language, and the research
method, critical discourse analysis, is discussed as is the relevance of referring to
Bentham’s work when exploring New Public Management. The chapter concludes with a
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detailed discussion on both the theory of legitimation and institutional theory and the
relevancy of New Public Management in this theoretical framework.

 Chapter 5 presents the results of the data collected from the Hansard transcripts of the
estimates hearings of the Senate Legislation Committee on Environment and
Communications for the period 2001-02 to 2007-08 on the two reporting entities used in
this study, the Australian Antarctic Division and the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park
Authority. These results are based on the application of two of the three methods, content
analysis and thematic analysis, used in this study to address the identified research
questions. The results from this chapter are the basis upon which the first research
question, To what extent do the Senate Estimates processes contribute to the discharge of
Parliament’s and Government’s financial accountability?, is explored and details of the
findings are presented and discussed in Chapter 7.

 Chapter 6 flows on from the previous chapter with the results from the data collected and
presented in Chapter 5, in particular through the application of thematic analysis,
informing the selection of the text to be analysed through the application of the third
method used in this study, critical discourse analysis. The focus of this chapter, through
the application of a structured approach to critical discourse analysis, is on addressing the
second research question, To what degree do the outcomes of the Senate Estimates
committees serve the interests of the public or the interests of Senators (and their
parties); senior departmental officers (and their departments); or Portfolio Ministers
(and their parties)? The Chapter includes extracts of the estimates hearings on three
specific topics, identified in Chapter 5, for the Australian Antarctic Division including
Airlink, Budget Processes, and Mineral Mining and four specific topics for the Great
Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority including Water Quality, Environmental
Management Charge, Governance and Shale Oil Mining. The extracts on each of these
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topics is analysed to identify the actors who contributed to the hearing and the speech and
communication acts used during the hearing and the macrosemantics used in the hearing.
This discussion is followed by a review of each extract through the constructed
Benthamite lens presented in Chapter 4.


Chapter 7, the final chapter, discusses the results from Chapters 5 and 6 and presents the
key findings from the application of the research methods on the Senate Estimates
hearings. These findings are explored with the purpose of addressing the two identified
research questions and to identify future research opportunities. This chapter outlines the
primary contribution of this study, which is to the academic literature on public sector
financial accountability, as well as the limitations of this research project.
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Chapter 2 – Australian Federal Public Sector

Introduction
This chapter presents an overview of the structure of the Federal Government in Australia
and discusses the key elements of the Australian Parliament. The main focus of this chapter
is public sector accountability in the Australian context which is based on the clear
hierarchical lines of accountability of the Westminster system of government. The discussion
on public sector accountability is followed by an overview of recent financial reforms in the
Australian Commonwealth public sector and the drivers of these reforms including economic
rationalism and managerialism which are gaining general acceptance as the appropriate
paradigms for structuring public administration. The legislative and reporting frameworks
which support the recent reforms and address the corresponding changing nature of public
sector accountability are discussed in the final sections of this chapter.

Background
Australia is a constitutional monarchy where the system of government is based upon the
Westminster5 system of government, which originated in the United Kingdom. Under the
Westminster system of government the head of state, currently Queen Elizabeth II, is not the
head of Government, rather the head of government is the Prime Minister who, with the
Ministers from the governing political party, (referred to as the Executive), are from, and
accountable to, the Australian Parliament (APH 2003). The Australian Parliament is made up
of three core elements: the Governor-General who represents the head of state; the House of
5

Discussion on the Westminster system of government is presented later in this Chapter.
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Representatives which includes the elected representatives of each electoral division; and the
Senate which includes the elected State and Territory representatives6. These three groups
work to achieve the five important functions of Parliament which include “to provide for the
formation of a government; to legislate; to provide the funds needed for government; to
provide a forum for popular representation; and to scrutinise the actions of government”
(APH 2010). In contributing to these functions the Parliament has the power to make laws
[legislative power] while the Executive Government has the power to carry out and enforce
laws [executive power] (Parliament of Australia 2010).

The Australian Commonwealth public service has developed and implemented significant
financial and non-financial reforms over the past few decades in an effort to improve its
efficiency, effectiveness and accountability (Barton 2005; Guthrie 1998), its transparency
(Barrett 2004), as well as its productivity and competitiveness (Boxall 1998). The two main
objectives of the financial reforms identified by a past Secretary of the Commonwealth
Department of Finance and Administration (DOFA)7, Dr Boxall (1998), is the encouragement
of a culture of performance and making the public sector more responsive to the needs of
government. These objectives are reflected in the DOFA 1999 publication Review of Budget
Estimates Production Arrangements where it is explained that the financial reforms were
implemented to place greater focus on “measuring what is being produced, what is being
achieved and what is the full cost of individual goods and services, and on the reporting of
performance” (1999, p. 2). The most notable financial reforms have been the adoption and

6

12 Senators are elected for each of the 6 states, and 2 each for the Australian Capital Territory and the
Northern Territory (APH 2010).
7
After the 2007 Federal Election, the name of the Department of Finance and Administration changed to the
Department of Finance and Deregulation.
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implementation of accrual accounting and budgeting and the development and
implementation of an outcomes and output framework8.

These two reforms resulted in the first full Australian Federal Budget to be developed on an
accrual basis in 1999–2000. The outcomes and outputs framework, by which government
appropriations are specifically directed to government organisations, was developed in
parallel with the first whole of government accrual budget. It is important to note that, along
with the adoption of accrual accounting and budgeting and the implementation of an
outcomes and outputs framework, the Federal Government also introduced specific
legislation to support its reform agenda. This legislation included the Financial Management
and Accountability (FMA) Act 1997 and the Commonwealth Authorities and Companies
(CAC) Act 1997, which provide for the use of Commonwealth resources, as well as the
reporting and accountability rules for Commonwealth organisations.

Another important

relevant piece of legislation is the Charter of Budget Honesty Act 1998, which provides a
framework for the conduct of Government fiscal policy, and the Auditor-General Act 1997
which provides a broad ranging mandate for the Auditor-General and the Australian National
Audit Office (Barrett 2004).

The Senate, also known as the House of Review, is one of the main mechanisms used by the
government and Parliament to discharge their financial accountabilities. The Australian
Constitution, section 81, states that “all revenues or moneys raised or received by the
Executive Government of the Commonwealth shall form one Consolidated Revenue Fund, to
be appropriated for the purposes of the Commonwealth”. The Senate, through various
legislative committees, scrutinises the planned government organisations’ estimates of
8

In 2009 the Outcomes and Outputs framework changed to an Outcomes and Program framework (DOFD
2009a).
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required funds [budget estimates], contained in specific Appropriation Bills.

These

Appropriation Bills are required under section 83 of the Australian Constitution which states
that “no money shall be drawn from the Treasury [Consolidated Revenue Fund] of the
Commonwealth except under appropriation made by law”. The annual Appropriation Bills
secure money for government organisations to implement and deliver Government services
for the financial year (Evans 2004; 2008) as well as provide funding for capital injections and
administered funding9 for government outcomes.

To assist the members of Parliament to understand the Appropriation Bills, each Government
portfolio produces a Portfolio Budget Statement (PBS). These PBSs are designed to provide
information for Senators, Members and the public on the proposed Government funds to be
allocated to Government organisations (Evans 2004; 2008; Kristensen, Groszyk & Buhler
2002; Thomas 2009).

The following section will outline and discuss the notion of accountability in the Australian
Commonwealth public sector starting with an overview of the Westminster system of
Government.

Public Sector Accountability
The Westminster system
The Australian system of government is based on the Westminster system (Evans 1999;
McCrae 1992; Parker & Gould 1999; Shergold 1997) where lines of accountability are [in
principle] clear and unbroken (Polidano 1998; Shergold 1997; Simms 1999). Public servants
9
Administered funds are those funds managed by a government agency on behalf of the government. “They
may be associated with particular legislation, inter-government agreements ... or other expression of government
policy” (Australian Public Service Commission 2003, p. 96).
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are accountable to Ministers who are in turn accountable to Parliament and Parliament is
ultimately accountable to the people (Mulgan 1997, 2002, 2008; Parker & Gould 1999,
Shergold 1997). The Westminster system of government is not unique to Australia, rather it
is in place in other countries including the UK (where the system originated), Canada, and
New Zealand. However, the style of the Westminster system is slightly different in each
country (Chapman 2000). For example, in Australia the focus is more on the “government’s
responsibility to parliament” (Shergold 1997, p. 294), whereas in the UK the focus is more
“on the balance between collective and individual responsibility of Ministers” (Shergold
1997, p. 294). It has been suggested that “the Australian system is more democratic and open
than the British” (Simms 1999; p. 35). These differences can be attributed to the mix in
Australia of a federalism framework and the Westminster system (Collins 1985) as well as
the different directions governments take “in their commitment to NPM [new public
management] developments” (Parker & Gould 1999, p. 116).

The Westminster model presents a relatively straightforward hierarchical system of
accountability (McCrae 1992; Parker & Gould 1999; Simms 1999) however in reality the
relations between the public servants, Ministers and Parliament are more [and becoming
increasingly] complex (Parker & Gould 1999; Sinclair 1995). The complexity is driven by
the continuing changes in public administration management and by public servants
becoming more involved in policy development, resulting in the blurring of lines of
responsibilities between Ministers and the public servants (Parker & Gould 1999; Parker &
Guthrie 1993; Polidano 1998; Shergold 1997). The changing nature of the public sector,
driven in particular by the recent financial and non-financial reforms, has resulted in “the
Westminster system of government ... undergoing profound transformation” (Shergold 1997,
p. 296) which in turn is transforming accountability in the public sector (Parker & Guthrie
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1993; Shergold 1997; Sinclair 1995). However while the Westminster model “shrouds wide,
and growing, divergencies” (Polidano 1998, p. 35) ministerial responsibility and
accountability remains the core of the Westminster system (Chapman 2000; Mulgan 2002,
2008).

The following section will provide an overview of accountability in the Australian
Westminster system of government.

Accountability
Accountability involves a relationship between those who have an obligation to give an
account for decisions made and actions undertaken based on delegated authority and those
who delegated that authority (Funnell & Cooper 1998; Gray & Jenkins 1993; Mulgan 1997;
Sinclair 1995). This relationship can be defined as a stewardship relationship where the
accountor accepts the resources and responsibilities provided by the accountee (Gray &
Jenkins, 1993; Parker & Gould 1999). This broad outline of accountability implies it is a
relatively simple relationship between two parties, however rarely is it that simple (Sinclair
1995). One of the issues which add complexity to the notion of accountability relationships,
particularly in the public sector, is the different forms of accountability. A number of
scholars (see Glynn & Murphy 1996; Polidano 1998; Sinclair 1995; Parker & Gould 1999,
Mulgan 1997, Romzek 2000) have identified a number of different forms of accountability in
the public sector including political, public, managerial, financial, professional, personal and
administrative accountability. These different forms of accountability are differentiated by
the focus of who, and to whom, accountability is to be discharged. For example public
accountability “involves the more direct accountability and associated responses to the
public, lobby groups, community groups and individuals” (Parker & Gould 1999, p. 121)
while managerial accountability involves the “the monitoring of inputs, outputs and outcomes
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... particularly in financial and budgetary terms” (Parker & Gould 1999, p. 122) and
demonstrating managerial competence and performance. Another differentiating factor of the
various forms of accountability is whether the accountability relationship can be defined as
an external or internal relationship. For example, political accountability in Australia, which
is based along the lines of accountability under the Westminster system (Glynn & Murphy
1996; Mulgan 1997, 2002; 2008; Sinclair 1995) and public accountability which “involves
answering, through various mechanisms ... public concerns about administrative activity”
(Sinclair 1995 p. 226) are external forms of accountability in that individuals owe a duty to
external parties. Personal accountability, based on the moral and ethical values of individuals
(Parker & Gould 1999; Sinclair 1995), and professional accountability, where members of
professions, such as CPA Australia, are accountable for their actions to the professional
associations of which they are members (Glynn & Murphy 1996; Parker & Gould 1999;
Sinclair 1995), are considered to be internal forms of accountability. In this study discussion
on accountability is focused primarily on fiscal [or financial] accountability which is based
on fiscal compliance (Glynn & Murphy 1996), the review of budget estimates and the
examination of funds appropriated by Parliament to determine if the funds have “been spent
as agreed or according to a projected budget” (Sinclair 1995, p. 222). The importance of
financial accountability in the public sector and in-turn the importance of this study is due to
“the non-voluntary nature of the relationship between the providers and users of finance in
government” (Pallot 1992, p. 40) as well as the changing nature of accountability in the
public sector from “accountability for processes, equity and access … to accountability for
outcomes, preferably measured in … financial terms” (Parker & Gould 1999, p. 111).

Accountability is a complex and confusing notion (Parker & Gould 1999) and in the public
sector the complexity is considered to be greater than in the private sector as the focus is on
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“serving the national community rather than simply generating profits” (Parker and Gould
1999, p. 114). The complexity in the public sector is highlighted by the overlaps between the
different forms of accountability (Mulgan 2008), such as political and public accountability,
and the associated structures used to discharge these forms of accountability. Contributing
the complexity is the idea that those who are accountable are in some sense subordinate to
those to whom they must give account (Funnell & Cooper 1998; Mulgan 1997; Parker and
Gould 1999). Mulgan (1997) suggests “accountability involves a relationship of authority …
a relationship of inequality” (p. 27) yet it is questionable whether Parliament and government
are subordinate to the Australian electorate, especially because Parliament developed and
approved the implementation of the current accountability processes — “in the public sector,
the public accountability process is largely determined by legislation and the parliamentary
system” (Cameron 2004, p. 59). Barrett (2003), a past Commonwealth Auditor-General,
explained that accountability in the public sector implies conformity with a system of
administrative processes designed to designate authority for administrative actions, and
simultaneously provide a framework for reporting and checking on actions taken. The idea
of subordination is also exacerbated due to those assumed to be subordinate generally having
better information in relation to the decisions they made and actions they have undertaken
than those to who they are subordinate (Parker and Gould 1999). Detailed discussions on
specific accountability processes and reporting frameworks will be provided later in this
chapter.

The following section outlines the main influences in the changing accountabilities in the
Australian Westminster system of government, the recent financial and non-financial public
sector reforms.
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Public Sector Reforms
The Australian Commonwealth public sector has experienced over the last few decades some
significant reforms (Beeson & Firth 1998; Orchard 1998; Pusey 1991) particularly in relation
to financial management. These reforms have come as a result of a number of different
drivers including the increase in prominence of economic rationalism (Beeson & Firth 1998;
Orchard 1998; Parker & Guthrie 1993; Pusey 1991) and the perceived benefits of a
managerialist mentality in the public service (Orchard 1998; Parker & Guthrie 1993) “which
is characterised by the adoption of private sector management concepts and styles, the
introduction of quasi-markets and contracting processes and the application of explicit
standards and measures of performance” (Glynn & Murphy 1996, p 125). Several authors
have identified the “new managerialism” in the public sector (see for example Alford 1993;
Barberis 1998; Blondal 2003; Dixon, Kouzmin & Korac-Kakabadse 1998; Glynn & Murphy
1996; Jackson & Lapsley 2003; Kluvers 2003; Newberry 2003; Orchard 1998; Parker &
Gould 1999; Parker & Guthrie 1993; Shergold 1997; Thomas 2009; Uhr 1989) and the
perceived need of the public sector to improve productivity and competitiveness (Ball &
Grubnic 2007; Newberry 2003; Parker & Gould 1999; Thomas 2009) as the key reasons for
developing, adopting and implementing the reforms. For example, Boxall (1998) identified
the introduction in the Australian Commonwealth public service of accrual-based budgeting,
the increased use of market-based and financial management tools and the preparation of
accrual-based whole-of-government financial statements as some of the key financial reforms
in the Commonwealth public sector. This view is consistent with that of others including
Parker and Gould (1999) and Glynn and Murphy (1996) who identified the marketised
approach taken in the public sector leading the government to move from provider to
facilitator of government services.
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The recent public sector financial reforms did not occur in an ad hoc manner, rather, they
were developed and implemented in-line with a number of specific objectives.

One

objective, which complements the notion of “new managerialism”, is to promote a culture of
performance (Boxall 1998; Hoque & Moll 2001; Jackson & Lapsley 2003; Newberry 2003;
Parker & Guthrie 1993; Shergold 1997). Another identified objective was to increase public
sector organisations’ accountability, efficiency and effectiveness, to make them more
responsive to the needs of government (Blondal 2003; Boxall 1998; Hoque & Moll 2001;
Mulgan 2002; Parker & Guthrie 1993; Shergold 1997; Thomas 2009). This new culture of
performance was also in response to meeting the increased accountability expectations of
Government and the Australian electorate through greater transparency. It is worthwhile
acknowledging that while some of the reforms over the past few decades have a number of
critics expressing concern about the legitimacy of the reforms and hence the ‘real’ reason
behind them, there are some who raise quite valid points supporting the reforms such as the
National Commission of Audit (NCOA) “a government operating efficiently can better look
after the interests of those in real need on a sustainable level, undistracted by pressure to take
harsh measures to restore its finances” (National Commission of Audit 1996). It is hard to
argue that greater efficiency is not a good objective of reform, but at what cost for greater
efficiency, less equity? The NCOA report suggests that “efficient governments are not less
compassionate” (1996) which is consistent with Orchard’s (1998) statement “equity, if not
equality, is still a strong commitment of national government” (p. 28) however if the focus
moves from the delivery of services and inputs, to the removed nature of economic
rationalism and managerialism, it is difficult to see how equity could possibly be maintained.
This view is supported by Alford (1993) who suggested it is difficult to see how an increased
focus on efficiency would not result in a decreased focus on impartiality, participation and
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equity while Dixon, Kouzmin and Korac-Kakabadse (1998) state “managerialism ... stresses
efficiency, effectiveness and quality, as against process and equity” (p. 166).

The next section will explore the impact of rationalism and managerialism on the public
sector and the role it played and continues to play in shaping the objectives, functions, and
operations of government and the delivery of government services.

Drivers behind reforms – Rationalism and managerialism
The drivers of economic rationalism and managerialism behind the recent public sector
reforms, both financial and non-financial, can be traced back to the period after the Second
World War where the focus on, and of, tertiary education changed. Before the Second World
War those who were fortunate enough to be able to study at university had a much broader
education which included a variety of subjects:
“... besides economics. If they studied the social sciences, those sciences were
typically presented as means to improve the world. Improving the world required
equal attention to ends and means, and the ends as well as the means of social reform
got generous attention in the curriculum” (Stretton 1987 cited in Pusey 1991, p. 173).

In addition after the First World War there was, in the public service ,“a hostility to university
graduates ... except in auxiliary posts” (Australian Public Service Commission 2003, p. 15)
due to employment preferences given to war veterans. However by the late 1950s “the
veteran era was succeeded by an era dominated by university graduates” (Australian Public
Service Commission 2003, p. 16) and the focus of tertiary studies in the social sciences was
more on technical economics which was “Americanised and much more attuned to rational
maximising behaviour” (Butlin 1987 cited in Pusey 1991, p. 173) where the emphasis shifted
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from equity and humanity to efficiency (Butlin 1987). This change in focus of tertiary
education, as explained by Pusey (1991), impacted on the public service:
“... positivist economics has, so quickly and without precedent, become the most
commonly shared educational experience of both ministers and top bureaucrats”
(Pusey 1991, p. 189).

This focus on technical economics is evident through the teaching in university of, and use
of, models and model building in the public sector. Pusey (1991) states that:
“... models and model building are really the microtechnologies that rationalising
managerialism uses to turn arbitrariness into giveness and actuality. They
disempower reflection, they sterilise whatever is left of action orienting traditions, and
they irreversibly change the politics of reform by making system structures opaque”
(p. 178).

Combined with the increasing expectation of university degrees becoming “a de facto
prerequisite for promotion into the senior ranks [of the public service]” (Pusey 1991, p. 162)
the result has been public servants, and their political masters who “are now more likely to
have had a university education than their counterparts of a generation ago” (Australian
Public Service Commission 2003, p.17), being drawn to the delights of economic rationalism.
Orchard (1998) explains that Pusey (1991) provides “empirical evidence showing that people
educated in the ways of modern economics have come to dominate positions of power within
the Canberra bureaucracy, bringing with them more conservative economic and political
beliefs” (p. 23).

The change in scope and need of tertiary education has expanded to such an extent that senior
public servants and Ministers have “recast themselves and the state as the servants of an
economy ... [that] obeys not an immanent logic of needs, but instead the need for an
immanent logic” (Pusey 1991, p. 200). This public sector administration paradigm shift is
consistent with the work of Buchanan who in 1977 provided “an influential academic
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contribution … known as modern public choice theory … to overcome the assumed
problems, inefficiencies and ineffectiveness of traditional forms of public sector structures”
(Burritt & Welch 1997b, p. 537). The development of ‘public choice theory’ which premises
“that the intervention of democratic governments to repair market failures often creates more
problems than it solves” (Ward 2002, p. 66) is based on the assumption that most social and
economic activity is undertaken by self-interest. This view is consistent with Orchard (1998)
who suggests that “from the public choice perspective, government and bureaucracy ... suffer
from gross inefficiency and waste because they are narrowly focused on serving the
economic interests of particular groups” (pp. 20-21). The impact of self-interests of certain
interest groups in decision making, including policy and funding the delivery of policy, has
led to a focus on economic rationalism where the decisions made and taken are based on
achieving the best overall outcome (Ward 2002) where “individuals have all the rational
capacity, time and emotional detachment necessary to choose the best course of action, no
matter how complex the choice” (p. 68). This leads to Orchard’s (1998) explanation that
“economic rationalists argue that the only liberty worthy of the name is that which allows the
maximum space for unfettered individual choice and minimum coercion by government” (p.
22).

However Orchard (1998) also suggests that “economic rationalism overplays the

abilities of economic markets, underplays the role of the government, particularly in
redistribution and the provision of public goods and assumes that civil society will look after
itself” (p. 24).

The next section will focus on New Public Managerialism, one of the important means
(Orchard 1998; Uhr 1989), and widely studied paradigms, “by which economic rationalist
ends have been pursued” (Orchard 1998, p. 23).
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New Public Managerialism
The development and subsequent enactment of major pieces of legislation including the
Financial Management and Accountability Act 1997 (FMA Act 1997) and the
Commonwealth Authorities and Corporations Act 1997 (CAC Act 1997) were part of the
reform process the Australian Commonwealth public sector has undergone since the late
1980s. It has been suggested the major implication of the reforms is an increased emphasis
on management rather than on administration of services (Jackson & Lapsley 2003; Parker &
Guthrie 1993). The recent reforms in the Australian public sector could be seen as a response
to a number of “social, economic and technological pressures” (Hoque & Moll 2001, p. 305)
to improve the sector’s effectiveness, efficiency, responsiveness and to become more
accountable (Guthrie 1998; Hoque & Moll 2001; Mulgan 2002; Parker & Guthrie 1993;
Thomas 2009). These suggested reasons for reform support the perception the public sector
was inefficient, in comparison to the private sector, (Ball & Grubnic 2007; Barton 2005;
Guthrie 1998), unresponsive to the needs of the government and, in turn, unresponsive to the
needs of the Australian public. Guthrie (1998) explains that “the official rhetoric underlying
the change … public administration has had a narrow performance focus” (p. 3) and has been
self-serving and unresponsive (Thomas 2009). However others suggest the rationale behind a
number of these reforms could be part of an agenda of government to privatise as much of its
service delivery as possible (Newberry 2003) where the government transforms from a
provider of services to a facilitator of services (Glynn & Murphy 1996; Parker & Gould
1999). In addition, Ball and Grubnic suggest these reforms are in response to “an entrenched
public scepticism towards ‘big government’” (2007, p. 248) and the reforms will allow
government to move away from being cautious and conservative in its delivery of services to
being flexible and innovative (Parker & Gould 1999). Hood (1995) suggests others are more
sceptical and that they interpret the implementation of these reforms “as little more than a
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means of slimming down big government, and saving on resources in the public sector” (p.
103).

These concerns of inefficiency and lack of accountability were attempted to be

addressed by increasing the “pressure on departmental management to live within their
budget” (Australian Government Public Service 1983a, p. 66). However the perceived lack
of accountability, before NPM, is questionable as the normal focus of accountability includes
fiduciary responsibility and stewardship yet under NPM these areas are of less importance as
the focus has shifted to performance (Kluvers 2003). This view is supported by Parker and
Gould (1999) who suggest public sector accountability has shifted from accountability to the
public to accountability for financial outcomes. Yet this view is refuted by Barberis (1998)
and Glynn & Murphy (1996) who suggests NPM has strengthened and provided greater
accountability due to the focus on outputs rather than public service delivery processes.

Along with Buchanan’s (1977) contribution the drive behind these reforms was a move to a
new public managerialism within the public sector (Jackson & Lapsley 2003; Parker &
Guthrie 1993) where the focus is on business [private sector] values such as costeffectiveness (Hood 1991; Parker & Guthrie 1993) and operational rationality (Skalen 2004)
whilst placing the sector on a more business-like footing, fostering a more competitive
environment and shifting the culture to one of managing for results (Boxall 1998; Skalen
2004). This implies NPM may be associated with “the pursuit of frugality … with an
emphasis on cost cutting and doing more with less” (Hood 1991, pp. 15-16). Others have
suggested the implementation of NPM ideology could be due to a range of social, economic
and technological pressures forcing governments to become more effective, efficient and
accountable for the use of publicly generated funds (Hoque & Moll 2001).
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One of the key outputs of the NPM reforms is the increased focus on the performance (Boxall
1998) [financial and non-financial] and the transparency [disclosure] of public sector
organisations’ performance. This is consistent with one of the findings from the 1983
government report Reforming the Australian Public Service where it was identified that
“management improvement plans ... would complement an increased emphasis in the budget
system in program budgeting ... [and] would assist in program control, resource productivity
assessment, priority setting and management reporting” (Australian Government Public
Service 1983a).

The next section discusses one of the key financial reforms, in the Commonwealth public
sector, the adoption and implementation of accrual budgeting and accounting which has been
seen as a catalyst to drive improvements in public sector performance (Blondal 2003; 2004;
Kelly & Wanna 2004; Schick 2007) as well as a means to modify the behaviour of public
sector managers (Kelly & Wanna 2004).

Accrual Accounting and Budgeting
The private sector has been using accrual accounting over the past 200 years, and one of the
reasons for its continued use is that it has been able to meet the changing information needs
of businesses (Barton 1999; Blondal 2003). Accrual accounting involves the recognition of
revenues and expenses when they are incurred, rather than when cash is received or paid
(Blondal 2004; Guthrie 1998; Joint Committee of Public Accounts 2002; Kelly & Wanna
2004). In its 1996 report, the National Commission of Audit (NCOA) outlined that accrual
budgets would match the flows of economic benefits over particular periods to the flows of
economic costs. In doing so they would incorporate information on expenses accruing and
revenues arising from current policies (National Commission of Audit, Chapter 9). Fellew
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and Kelaher’s (1991) provide a very simple explanation that accrual accounting is based on
the concept of matching costs to income.

The implementation of accrual accounting and budgeting was one of the key recent public
sector reforms (Hawke 2007; Schick 2007) in Australia and is becoming considered the
method to budget and report financial performance in the public sector (Scheers, Sterck &
Bouckaert 2005). This reform has been explored and discussed in a number of Government
published reports ranging from the 1983 reports Reforming the Australian Public Service: A
Statement of the Government’s intentions (Australian Government Public Service 1983a) and
Review of the Commonwealth of Australia (Australian Government Public Service 1983b),
through to the Joint Committee of Public Accounts (JCPA) 1995 report Review of the
Auditor-General’s Reports 1993-94 Accrual Reporting (Joint Committee on Public Accounts
1995) and the JCPA 2002 Review of the Accrual Budget Documentation (Joint Committee on
Public Accounts 2002). There has also been significant discussion on the adoption of accrual
accounting and budgeting by more independent observers and not all have the same glowing
view of the adoption of accrual budgeting and accounting in the Commonwealth public
sector. For example Kelly and Wanna (2004) challenge the implementation by asking the
question “does this [accrual budgets] improve the usefulness of information provided to the
cabinet or parliamentary decision makers or financial markets?” (p. 100). Another, Blondal
(2003; 2004), suggests the complexity of accruals has resulted in some resistance to the
adoption of accrual accounting and budgeting as well as weakening parliamentary control
(Scheers, Sterck & Bouckaert 2005), even though one of the objectives for adopting accruals
is to improve the decision making in and of the government” (Blondal 2003; Robinson 2009).
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Guthrie (1998) suggests that “… the underlying rationale is that the objectives and processes
of government management should be (or are) so close to those of the private sector that
commercial accounting processes are applicable” (p. 16).

Barton (1999) supports this

rationale by suggesting there is a belief, but not necessarily his, that the financial information
needs of users of the public sector and private sector general purpose financial reports are
fundamentally similar. However Blondal (2003) explains that even though “accruals has
been used in the private sector for a very long time, it is not possible to simply adopt private
sector accruals in bulk” (p. 54) while Newberry (2001; 2003) questions the idea of ‘sector
neutrality’ which would be required for wholesale adoption to be appropriate. The contention
is the differences in the types of decisions made based on this information and the differences
in the type of revenues, expenses, assets and liabilities in the public sector which do not even
exist in the private sector (Blondal 2003). There is also the issue with interpretation and use
of the terms, such as assets, liabilities, debt and operating results, in accrual accounting are
not consistent between the two sectors (Newberry 2001; 2003; Parker & Guthrie 1993)
“[t]here is indeed one set of conceptual definitions that is common to all sectors, but those
definitions require conceptual interpretations and the interpretations are not sector-neutral”
(Newberry 2001, p. 3). For example Blondal (2004) suggests
“the government’s greatest asset – its power to tax – and it greatest liability – the costs
associated with aging populations – do not meet the recognition criteria for assets and
liabilities, respectively. As a result, accrual budgeting does not present a
comprehensive picture of the sustainability of public finances” (p. 106).

The assumption of consistency of the terms of accrual accounting in the two sectors has
resulted in the determination that financial information based on accrual accounting “… has
been elevated to a position where it is held out as an accurate assessment of the full cost of
service provision and an indicator of the efficiency of program performance” (Guthrie 1998,
p. 3). There are suggestions that the adoption of accrual accounting as the basis on which the
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Commonwealth prepares its financial documentation is due to a perceived need to provide
Parliamentarians and the public with information on the real or full cost of government
business during the period (Barrett 2004; Blondal 2004; Joint Committee on Public Accounts
2002). In addition it has been identified that there is a need for fuller identification of all
costs in relation to sustainability, intergenerational equity, performance monitoring (Blondal
2004; Robinson 1998; 2009) and for competitive tendering which accrual accounting and
budgeting could deliver.

The move to accrual accounting was part of a package of financial reforms the
Commonwealth undertook to accommodate the desired paradigm shift to a greater focus on
“measuring what is being produced, what is being achieved and what is the full cost of
individual goods and services, and on the reporting of performance” (DOFA 1999, p. 2).
Before accrual accounting was implemented in the Commonwealth public sector, accounting
and budgeting was based on a cash basis. This involved recording actual and budgeted cash
inflows and outflows (Hoque & Moll, 2001), that is, revenues and expenses were recognised
when cash is received or paid, not necessarily when they were incurred (Blondal 2003; Kelly
& Wanna 2004).

This is consistent with the previous method of funding government

organisations, where they received cash to fund programs and activities. According to
Barrett (2004) and Kelly and Wanna (2004) the cash based system provides a misleading
picture, through the timing of transactions and through inconsistent treatment of the budget.
However, under accrual budgeting, government organisations receive operating and capital
funds to deliver specified outputs and outcomes (Boxall 1998). The cash based system does
not “measure the impact of capital ownership on the financial position of departments” (Kelly
& Wanna 2004, p. 97) whereas the accrual system reports the impact of depreciation on the
financial position of government organisations (Kelly & Wanna 2004). One of the main aims
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of the Commonwealth public sector in adopting accrual accounting was met by allocating
costs and benefits to the reporting period to which they relate, as well as defining the
resources controlled by an organisation at the end of that period (Blondal 2003; 2004; Kelly
& Wanna 2004; MAB 1997; Schick 2007). The NCAO suggested that
“… accrual accounting would eliminate the distortions in the cash based budget
deficit or surplus caused by asset sales and repayments of advances. … it [accrual
budgeting] would also include asset depreciation and accruing employee costs such as
superannuation in the measure. This would make the resulting budget result
(deficit/surplus) more transparent than the existing (unadjusted) cash based result”
(1996, Chapter 9).

This is consistent with Kelly and Wanna (2004) who explain
“Accrual-based estimates provide complete information on the full impact of
budgetary decisions and total cost of service delivery, they make clear the long-term
implications of current year decisions and can be aggregated to give an account
statement of the financial position of the entity” (p. 98).

Another suggested benefit of accrual accounting is that it can assist government and its
organisations can minimise costs, as accrual accounting provides a cost base with which to
cost products and service delivery more accurately (Blondal 2004; DOFA 1999; Hoque &
Moll, 2001; Robinson 1998; 2009; Schick 2007; Webster, 1998). In addition to better cost
management “accrual budgeting intends to make governments more cautious in taking on
long-term commitments that may have a negligible impact on the current budget but would
adversely affect future ones” (Schick 2007, p. 117).

Accrual accounting can be seen as promoting better financial accountability as it allows users
of reported financial information to make reliable financial and performance comparisons
between reporting periods and between public and private sector organisations (Blondal
2004). This is consistent with the Management Advisory Board (MAB) which explained that
accrual information can be used to develop standard ratio analyses, whereby simple,
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understandable measures can be monitored and compared within the organisation and with
other organisations: “ratios allow a simple snapshot of key financial performance measures”
(MAB 1997, p. 63).

While the implementation of accrual accounting has brought several benefits, it has also
created concern and confusion for some, including public servants working in both finance
and non-finance roles. Besides the issue of complexity which some consider to actually
reduce transparency and understandability (Blondal 2003; 2004; Kelly & Wanna 2004;
Schick 2007) it has been suggested that line and programme managers consider accrual
information “as useless” (Scheers, Streck & Bouckaert 2005, p. 144). The change has had a
significant operational impact, and accordingly, the mindset of the public sector officer has
had to change significantly. Guthrie (1998) suggests that with the move to an accrual basis,
where depreciation and accrued employee entitlements are included in the annual budgets,
there is now an emphasis on resource allocation and not appropriations. However, many
public servants still operate on a ‘cash mentality’. This issue was identified by the OECD
(1993) when it explained that “the adoption of accrual accounting will require a cultural
change by managers within departments and agencies … and a commitment to change”
(p.13). In addition to public servants, Members of Parliament “are used to working with cash
information” (Scheers, Streck & Bouckaert 2005, p. 139) and have [had] difficulty with
understanding accrual budgets and accounts (Scheers, Streck & Bouckaert 2005; Schick
2007).

The following section will discuss the adoption and implementation of an outcomes and
outputs framework which compliments the adoption of accrual accounting and budgeting. It
is important to note that even though the outcomes and outputs framework was replaced in
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2009 by an outcomes and program framework, the data upon which this thesis is based is
from the period 2000-01 to 2007-08 and so the focus in this study will remain on the
outcomes and outputs framework. The other consideration in relation to the outcome and
program framework is that this was also the framework in the Commonwealth public sector
before the implementation of the outcomes and outputs framework. The government report
Review of the Commonwealth of Australia Report 1983 outlined that
“... the term, program budgeting is a system under which budgets are framed,
appropriations sought, and expenditures scrutinised on the basis of functional
programs. There is less emphasis on budget inputs (e.g. salaries, postage, rent,
maintenance, etc) and more on the program outputs which the resources deployed by
government are meant to produce” (Australian Government Public Service 1983b, pp.
62-63).

Outcomes and Outputs
As discussed in the previous section the move to accrual accounting and budgeting was part
of a package of financial reforms the Commonwealth undertook to accommodate the desired
paradigm shift to a greater focus on measuring what is and is to be achieved, determining the
full cost of goods and services, and on performance reporting (Blondal 2004; Robinson 2009;
Scheers, Sterck & Bouckaert 2005; Schick 2007; DOFA 1999). The other key reform,
introduced in parallel with accrual budgeting and accounting, was the development and
implementation of an outcomes and outputs framework which reflected the change in public
sector management from a focus on inputs to outputs (Kristensen, Groszyk & Buhler 2002;
Romzek 2000). This change is consistent with the move to accrual accounting and budgeting
which focuses on outcomes and outputs while the previous accounting method, cash
accounting, focused on inputs and the control of expenditure (Hoque & Moll, 2001; Romzek
2000).
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In the outcomes and outputs framework outcomes are defined as the impacts or consequences
desired from the implementation of government policy (Kristensen, Groszyk & Buhler 2002;
MAB 1997) and they “reflect the quality of the results achieved” (Romzek 2000, p. 34). For
example, Outcome 1 of the Department of Families, Community Services and Indigenous
Affairs Portfolio (FaCSIA) is “Greater self-reliance and economic, social and community
engagement for Indigenous Australians” (2007a). The outcomes of government organisations
are outlined in outcome statements which articulate the “vision of the Government ... of the
intended impact of Government activity on the community” (MAB, 1997, p. 15). The
outcome statement, serve two specific purposes, firstly they define the impacts government
expects, and secondly they “articulate the purpose of the relevant appropriations under the
Appropriation Acts of the Commonwealth Budget” (DOFA 2000, p. 10). However the
outcomes are quite ambiguous and by nature are very difficult to measure and this is
reflective of the difficulty in determining whether an outcome is actually achieved
(Kristensen, Groszyk & Buhler 2002). This presents a paradox in that the Commonwealth
Government implemented an outcomes and outputs framework for greater focus on
“measuring what is being produced, what is being achieved and what is the full cost of
individual goods and services, and on the reporting of performance” (DOFA 1999, p. 2) yet
how do you accurately measure greater self reliance and economic, social and community
engagement for Indigenous Australians?

The answer is partly addressed through the

identification of specific outputs which are the goods and services government organisations
produce and/or deliver to achieve the Government’s identified outcomes (DOFA 2000;
Hawke 2007; Kristensen, Groszyk & Buhler 2002; Romzek 2000). Outputs are the “tangible
presence of the agency amongst its clients, customers and stakeholders” (DOFA 2000, p. 19).
For example, an output linked to the FaCSIA outcome of “greater self reliance ... for
Indigenous Australians” is Administration of Native Title and Land Rights (FaSCIA 2007b).
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The performance of FaCSIA in relation to this output is measured by both qualitative and
quantitative performance measures. The qualitative performance measure is “[e]ffective
support to Indigenous land claimants and title holders” and quantitative measure is
“[p]rofessional native title services delivered in native title representative areas and effective
management of Commonwealth land rights legislation” (FaSCIA 2007b). Unlike outcomes,
outputs are not part of the legislative requirements for Appropriation Bills, however they are
often the key focus of committee members during estimates hearings. Yet, while a key focus
of review committees, there are a number of limitations in accessing the performance of
government organisations under an output and outcomes framework (Kristensen, Groszyk &
Buhler 2002). There is a tendency in the review committees to focus on quantitative output
measures and while most people, politicians and the public, “think in terms of outcomes and
not outputs” (Kristensen, Groszyk & Buhler 2002, p. 7) this focus creates a disconnect
between government objectives and the actions taken to achieve these objectives (Kristensen,
Groszyk & Buhler 2002).

The implementation of the financial reforms in the Commonwealth public sector requires
legislation to support the reforms as well as provide direction on the implementation and
monitoring of these reforms. In the next section discussion will outline the “pieces of
legislation designed to improve the quality and clarity of understanding of the
Commonwealth’s financial management framework” (Australian Public Service Commission
2003, p. 89).
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Financial Reporting Framework
Newberry and Pallot (2005) explain that the main purpose of legislation associated with
public sector finance is to provide “a means of maintaining parliamentary control over the
Crown’s handling of public finances” (p. 274). The financial reporting requirements and
financial accountabilities of Australian Commonwealth government organisations [depending
on the type of organisation] are outlined in two specific pieces of legislation which were
enacted in 1997 to support the adoption of accrual accounting and budgeting and the
implementation of the outcomes/output framework. The first is the Financial Management
and Accountability Act 1997 which provides a “regulatory, accounting and accountability
framework” (Scheers, Sterck & Bouckaert 2005, p. 136) for the management of public money
and public property (DOFD 2007).

The second is the Commonwealth Authorities and

Corporations Act 1997 which provides a set of fundamental requirements for the “financial,
audit, corporate governance and accountability arrangements” (Scheers, Sterck & Bouckaert
2005, p. 136) including reporting requirements of Commonwealth Authorities and
Commonwealth Companies which are in addition to the requirements of the Corporations Act
2001 (DOFD 2008). These two acts replaced the Audit Act 1901 (Hawke 2007; Scheers,
Sterck & Bouckaert 2005) which was repealed in 1997 via the Audit (Transitional and
Miscellaneous) Amendment Act 1997.

The following Figure shows the Commonwealth

government organisations that operate under the Financial Management and Accountability
Act 1997 and the Commonwealth Authorities and Companies Act 1997.

Financial Management and Accountability Act 1997 (FMA Act)
The Financial Management and Accountability Act 1997 (FMA Act 1997) was developed to
provide a framework for the proper management of public money and public property

Page 56

(Australian Public Service Commission 2003; Brailsford, Heaney, & Oliver 2003; Scheers,
Sterck & Bouckaert 2005) and “provides a scheme of accountability for Commonwealth
government agencies” (Edwards 2002, p. 52) with a focus on the efficient, effective and
ethical use of public money (FMA Act 1997, Part 7 Section 44). This view on accountability
is supported by Howard and Seth-Purdie (2005) who found “governance arrangements are
often regarded as satisfactory if the organisation is perceived to be performing well by
external stakeholders” (p. 64). The FMA Act 1997 also includes rules, which apply to public
servants and the senior management of government organisations, in relation to the “how
public money and property are to be dealt with” (FMA Act 1997, p.1).

The Commonwealth government organisations covered by the FMA Act 1997 include
Departments of State, such as the Department of Treasury; the Departments of the
Parliament, such as Department of the House of Representatives; and prescribed Agencies,
such as the Bureau of Meteorology, (FMA Act 1997, Section 5, Part 2). “The FMA Act 1997
in addition setting out the rules for how public money is dealt with includes the “financial
management, accountability [reporting] and audit obligations of agencies that are financially
part of the Commonwealth, in particular: for managing public resources efficiently,
effectively and ethically” (DOFD 2007b). To assist government organisations to achieve the
financial management and accountability objectives of the FMA Act 1997, the Act “imposes
various accountability requirements on agency heads” (Australian Public Service
Commission 2003, p. 91) including instituting a fraud control plan, pursue debts and
maintain adequate financial records (Australian Public Service Commission 2003).

The financial reporting requirements of relevant government organisations are outlined in the
FMA Act 1997 under Part 7 which indicates the financial statements must be prepared in

Page 57

accordance with the Finance Minister’s Orders (Part 7 section 49.2) and must give a true and
fair view, in the opinion of the Chief Executive, of the information the organisation is
required to provide. Part 8 of the FMA Act 1997 explains that the Finance Minister needs to
receive the prepared financial statements “as soon as practicable after the end of each
financial year” (Part 8, section 55) and make these statements available for the AuditorGeneral to examine and review. The Auditor-General, based on the review, is required to
express an opinion whether the financial statements have been prepared as required by the
Finance Minister’s orders and they are a true and fair view (Part 8, section 57). A copy of a
government organisation’s financial statements and the Auditor-General’s report on the
financial statements is to be included with the organisation’s Annual Report which is required
to be tabled in Parliament (Part 8, section 57).

The following section discusses briefly the other major piece of legislation, Commonwealth
Authorities and Companies Act 1997.

Commonwealth Authorities and Companies Act 1997 (CAC Act)
The Commonwealth Authorities and Companies Act 1997 (CAC Act 1997) was developed to
regulate the financial reporting and accountability measures of Commonwealth Statutory
Authorities and Commonwealth Companies as well as “other financial matters such as
banking, investment and the conduct of officers” (Brailsford, Heaney, & Oliver 2003, p. 90).
The creation of Commonwealth Statutory Authorities and Commonwealth Companies is
based on various decisions made by government to operate government-controlled entities
“outside a traditional departmental structure” (Uhrig 2003, p.16). The CAC Act 1997 is
loosely based on the governance framework incorporated in Corporations Law that applies to
private sector organisations in Australia (Australian Public Service Commission 2003,
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Howard and Seth-Purdie 2005). However organisations under the CAC Act 1997, unlike
private sector corporations, have public interest obligations (Edwards 2002; Howard and
Seth-Purdie 2005). Under the CAC Act 1997 Commonwealth Statutory Authorities are body
corporates incorporated for a public purpose by an Act or by regulations under an Act (CAC
Act ss.7), hold money on their own account and are separate legal entities to the
Commonwealth. Commonwealth Companies are Corporations Act 2001 companies in which
the Commonwealth has a controlling interest (ss.34) but it is worth noting the notions of
shareholders and control (Edwards 2002) are quite different to private sector companies
under the Corporations Act 2001 (Howard and Seth-Purdie 2005). For example the directors
of CAC Act 1997 organisations are required to keep the responsible Minister10 informed of
the operations of the authority and its subsidiaries (Section 16, clause 1a) whereas directors
of private sector organisations do not have the same requirement.

The financial reporting requirements of organisations under the CAC Act 1997 are similar to
those requirements under the FMA Act 1997 described above. Organisations covered by the
CAC Act 1997 are required to have their financial statements prepared in accordance with the
Finance Minister’s Orders (Schedule 1 clause 2) and provide a true and fair view of the
organisation. However, instead of being prepared by the Chief Executives, the financial
statements need to be prepared by the directors of the organisation.

Another variance

between the preparation of financial statements of CAC Act 1997 organisations and FMA
Act 1997 organisations is the timing of the completion of the statements. CAC Act 1997
organisations are required to give their financial statements for the previous financial year to
the organisation’s responsible Minister by 15th October (Section 9, clause 2) whereas FMA
Act 1997 organisations are required to provide these statements to the Finance Minister as
10

The responsible Minister is the minister who is responsible for the Commonwealth Authority or the Minister
prescribed by the regulations as the Minister responsible for the company (CAC Act 1997, section 5).
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soon as possible. The financial statements of CAC Act 1997 organisations are also required
to be examined by the Auditor General who has a duty to express an opinion of whether the
statements are a true and fair view and have been prepared as required by the Finance
Minister’s orders (Schedule 1, Part 2).

In addition to the legislative frameworks of the FMA Act 1997 and CAC Act 1997
Commonwealth government organisations may also be directed by various guidelines
[expectations] issued by the central agencies (Departments of Finance and Deregulation,
Treasury, Prime Minister and Cabinet) and the Australian National Audit Office.

For

example the Australian Government Procurement Policy Framework outlines the
“Government’s expectations for all departments and agencies subject to the Financial
Management and Accountability Act 1997 (FMA Act 1997) and their officials, when
performing duties in relation to procurement” (DOFD 2008c, p. 2).

Another major piece of legislation which supports the new financial reforms is the AuditorGeneral Act 1997 (Hawke 2007) which “sets out the responsibilities and information
gathering powers of the Auditor-General” (Australian Public Service Commission 2003, p.
93) and a “legislative framework for the Office of the Auditor-General” (Scheers, Sterck &
Bouckaert 2005, p. 136). This Act authorises the Auditor-General to conduct and “provide
an independent review of the performance and accountability of the Commonwealth public
sector in its use of public resources” (Australian Public Service Commission 2003, p. 93).

The following section outlines and discusses the Appropriation Bills which provide
government organisations the funds to deliver government agreed outcomes.
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Appropriation Bills
“An appropriation of money is a charge or burden on the people in the sense that it is a
charge on the public funds” (Evans 2008, p. 290). Appropriation Bills are laws which
originate in the House of Representatives that appropriate money from the Consolidated
Revenue Fund to fund the services of Government and Parliament (DOFA 2006; Evans
2008). Appropriation Bills are introduced in pairs, Appropriation Bill 1 and Appropriation
Bill 2, into the House of Representatives by the Treasurer (on budget night in May each
year), and are then tabled in the Senate for review by the Senate. The pairing or splitting of
the Bills into one Bill which appropriates funds for ordinary annual services of government
and the other Bill which appropriates funds for services other than ordinary services is
important and reflects the authority of the Senate. Under Section 53 of the Constitution the
Senate is not allowed to amend Appropriation Bills appropriating funds for ordinary annual
services of government (Evans 2008) but the Senate is able to amend Appropriation Bills
based on other than ordinary services. This raises the question “what kind of appropriation is
an appropriation for the ordinary annual services of government?” (Evans 2008, p. 284).
Initially, when the Constitution was being developed, the term ordinary services did not
include major projects but rather the ongoing expenses of government (Evans 2008). Over
time, the items to be included in the group of other than ordinary services of government
grew to include the construction and acquisition of buildings, other capital expenditure, loans
and equity injections and “all appropriations for existing asset replacement” (Evans 2008, p.
286). Evans (2008) explains ordinary annual services includes “anything it [Department of
Finance] regarded as falling within vaguely-expressed outcomes of departments including
new policy proposals” (p. 286).
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In addition to the two Appropriation Bills, there are a number of other Bills which
appropriate funds including Supply Bills which appropriate funds “from the beginning of the
financial year until the annual Appropriation Bills are passed” (Evans 2008, p. 274) and
Special Appropriation Bills “which make continuing and indefinite appropriations” (Evans
2008, p. 274).

The Special Appropriation Bills include Standing appropriations which

authorise the continuing provision of funds for a set number of years or until the Bill is
repealed and Indefinite appropriations which provide funds in those instances where it is
impossible to accurately determine the amount of funds required due to the unknown impact
of legislation (Evans 2008). The decision to enact these Special Appropriation Bills may be
considered a very pragmatic decision in that it is consistent with the notion of efficiency,
however the concern is that in using these appropriation bills, the government may be
effectively removing such appropriations from parliamentary control and supervision. The
increasing use of these special appropriations has resulted in approximately 80% of
government expenditure appearing to be removed from parliamentary control (Evans 2008;
Uhr 1989).
The introduction and enacting of the Appropriation Bills is in line with the requirements
outlined under section 83 of the Australian Constitution which states that funds can only be
drawn from the Consolidated Revenue Fund under an appropriation made by law
(Commonwealth of Australia Constitution Act). As these appropriations are required to be
made by law they need to be passed through the Senate, after being introduced into
Parliament in the House of Representatives. This reflects two of the key functions of the
Senate which is to review legislation (including appropriation bills) and to review proposals
initiated in the House of Representatives and “to provide adequate scrutiny of financial
measures, especially by committees considering estimates” (Evans 2004). The Senate relies
on a number of Legislative Committees to undertake “intensive scrutiny of government
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expenditure proposals, or estimates” (Evans 2008, p. 311) and estimates hearings of these
committees “provide the most important committee forum for regular government scrutiny”
(Mulgan 2008, p. 459). The next section will provide an outline of the structure and role of
the Senate Legislation Committees.

Senate Legislation Committees
Twice each year, the Senate refers the estimates of the proposed annual expenditure of
government departments and authorities, contained in the Appropriation Bills, to one of its
Legislation Committees for their examination and reporting (Evans 2008).

The Senate

Legislative Committees “provide the principle opportunity for Senators to scrutinise, not only
the expenditure proposals of the government, but the operations and activities of government
departments and agencies” (Evans 2008, p. 311). It is important to acknowledge that even
though the objective of the Senate Legislation Committees is concerned with reviewing and
reporting on the budget estimates of government organisations (currently only 20% of the
total government expenditure) they do in reality examine “the whole range of government
expenditure” (Evans 2008, p. 312) through the questioning of department officers and the
Minister as well as the use of the various reports, including Portfolio Budget Statements,
Annual Reports and audit reports. Uhr (1989) explained that Senate Legislative Committees
“provide Senators with a unique opportunity to cross examine actual program managers” (p.
10).

These committees consist of six Senators — three from the government (one of whom is the
committee chair), two from the Opposition and one representing the Minor Parties or
independents (Senate Brief 5, 2005). However it is also quite normal for other Senators to
attend the hearing and, indeed, participate in the hearing. To provide the opportunity for
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Senators to attend different hearings, the Standing Orders only allow four committees to meet
at any one time (Evans 2008). However while non-member Senators are allowed to attend,
their level of participation during the hearings is limited, for example they cannot vote on
points of order raised during the hearing. Evans (2004), then Clerk of the Senate, describes
how the legislation committees’ scrutiny of the estimates in Appropriation Bills allows the
Senate to assess the performance of the public service and its administration of government
policy and programs. One of the interesting points of these estimates hearings is that a rule of
the committee, Standing Order 26, explains the committee must take all evidence in public
(Evans 2008). This rule also excludes the option of the Senate Legislation Committees
receiving confidential material as well as the option of video evidence being provided during
the hearings (Evans 2008). In addition to it being possible for members of the public to sit-in
on the committee hearings, it is also possible to watch the proceeding live on the Parliament
of Australia’s website as well as access the complete transcripts, Hansard, of the Committee
meeting via the same website. Evans (2008) explains that all “documents submitted to a
committee considering estimates may not be withheld from publication” (p. 380). This level
of access to the committees and material presented and discussed during the committee
hearings can be seen as a component of discharging the accountabilities of the government
and Parliament through an apparent high level of transparency.

Another key feature of the committee is that Senators can directly question officers of the
public service about a government organisation’s proposed expenditure and the effectiveness
and efficiency of various programs (Evans 2008; Mulgan 2008). Evans (2008) explains that
“the only substantive rule of the Senate relating to the scope of questions is that questions
must be relevant to the matters referred to the committees, namely the estimates of
expenditure” (Evans 2008, p. 368). This is reflected in the understanding that public servants
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are not meant to comment on government policy “[t]he Senate has resolved that an officer of
a department of the Commonwealth or of a state shall not be asked to give opinions on
matters of policy” (Finance and Public Administration Legislation Committee 2006). For
example, they should not answer a question about whether an immigration detention policy is
the correct measure to address problems identified with illegal immigrants. This directive by
the Chair does not preclude the Senators asking (or baiting) officers. So, to assist the
committee, the relevant Government Minister (or their representative) is present during the
committee hearings. Uhr (1989) explains that the estimates hearings “are not policy free,
even when confined to official explanation of estimated expenditure” (p.4). This often leads
to the tone of the hearing moving from an enquiry into the proposed expenditure of public
funds to a political brawl between Senators from opposing sides of politics.

This is

particularly evident when a committee member, or participating Senator, is the alternative
Minister (ie Opposition member) and uses the opportunity to directly challenge the current
Minister on matters of policy.

Another important process occurs when a public servant is unable to supply an immediate
answer, is unsure of the correct answer or chooses to “provide a written response after the
hearing” (Evans 2008, p. 367) to a question asked by a Senator during the estimates hearing.
As outlined in Senate Brief 5 Consideration of Estimates by the Senate’s Legislation
Committees the question is then taken ‘on notice’, which requires the government
organisation to obtain and provide a written answer to the committee “within 30 days after
the deadline set by the committee for answering such questions” (Evans 2008, p. 367). The
following is an extract from the 2006 estimates hearing of the Environment,
Communications, Information Technology and the Arts Legislation Committee Estimates.
Senator (Non-government)—I have a few questions. There is a reference in the
environmental budget overview statement at paragraph 6. The minister’s foreword

Page 65

states: Our international focus is also reflected in the Government’s environment
aid budget, which now reaches $316 million … Can the officers provide me with
a breakdown of that $316 million.
Senior Public Servant —We would have to take that detail on notice. We receive
those figures from AusAID.
Senator (Non-government)—I am surprised, given it is in the minister’s
statement, that you are not aware of how it is going to be spent.
Senior Public Servant —We certainly have the information. I am just checking
through my papers as to whether I have actually brought it with me. But it will
certainly be in the department.
Senator (Non-government)—I would hope so.
Senior Public Servant —It is not in the papers that I have brought with me, but
we can certainly take it on notice. We have the information in the department.

A problem with questions taken on notice is that the information that is provided back to the
Senator via the committee is not included with the main Hansard transcripts of the hearings.
There appears to be a tendency to take more difficult questions on notice which in turn
reduces the level of transparency of the committee hearing. Indeed some Senators will
provide government organisations with lists of questions on notice without the questions even
being asked during the committee. This level of silence reduces the transparency of the
process and in turn reduces the effectiveness of the committee. To address the issue of
written responses not being included in the main Hansard Transcripts “the Senate [in 2004]
adopted a special procedure whereby questions on notice were submitted to Supplementary
estimates hearings” (Evans 2008, p. 368).

The Senate Legislation Committee is a key feature in the Government’s and Parliament’s
desire to properly discharge their financial accountabilities to the Australia electorate, the
final stage of the Westminster system of government. The Senate Legislation Committee
provides a channel for government organisations, through senior public servants and their

Page 66

respective Ministers, to be held to account for the decisions they have made in relation to the
use of the funds appropriated. A key criterion for the discharge of financial accountability is
transparency.

Cameron (2004) succinctly describes transparency as the essence of

accountability. In the public sector, legislation committees examining estimates have no
power to take evidence in secret; that is, they are public hearings “[estimates hearings are
required to be in public and the committees when considering estimates are not empowered to
receive confidential material” (Evans 2008, p. 367). This is one way that transparency is
achieved in the public sector. In addition, all documents that are received officially as
evidence by the committees become public documents accessible to all, as are the transcripts
of the proceedings. This level of transparency is generally supported by members of these
committees. For example Senator Kim Carr (ALP Senator) explained that there is a need to
“maintain full public accountability and to ensure that it is not diminished by notions of
‘commercial confidentiality’” (2003, p. 8). However, this comment raises the issue of an
interesting paradox.

The public sector, through the adoption of various private sector

practices and procedures such as accrual accounting, could be considered to have a need to
protect information that would, in the private sector, be considered commercial-inconfidence. Glynn and Murphy (1996) discussed this issue and explained that the notion of
commercial-in-confidence “is totally antagonistic to public accountability” (p. 129).
However, during the estimates hearings, Ministers and public servants sometimes try to
justify non compliance to a request for information during a senate estimates hearings as
being due to commercial-in-confidence. For example the following is an extract from the
2006 estimates hearing of the Environment, Communications, Information Technology and
the Arts Legislation Committee Estimates:
Senior Public Servant—I am not actually allowed to provide daily running cost
for the Aurora Australis under our charter, but the general range of costs—
Senator (Non-government)—That is under the charter with P&O, is it?
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Senior Public Servant —Yes. The general range of costs—
Senator (Non-government)—Why is that?
Senior Public Servant —It is a commercial-in-confidence arrangement.
Senator (Non-government)—Why?
Senior Public Servant —It has been that way for many years.
Senator (Non-government)—Yes, but why is it? It is public money that is being
expended there, isn’t it?
Senior Public Servant —It is commercial in confidence.
Senator (Non-government)—Why is it commercial in confidence? It is a straight
arrangement with a shipping company.
Government Minister—We put it up for tender on a regular basis, so there is
commercial stress on them. They would want to keep that—but you know what
the total running costs of the program are, so it is in terms of parliamentary
accountability.
Senator (Non-government)—Extraordinary.

However at the beginning of each estimates hearing the Chair of the committee reads out the
prescribed directions for the hearing which includes:
“The Senate, by resolution in 1999, endorsed the following test of relevance of
questions at estimates hearings. It reads: Any questions going to the operations or
financial positions of the departments and agencies which are seeking funds in the
estimates are relevant questions for the purpose of estimates hearings. I remind officers
that the Senate has resolved that there are no areas in connection with the expenditure of
public funds where any person has discretion to withhold details or explanations from
the parliament or its committees, unless the parliament has expressly provided
otherwise”.

Unfortunately, the Chair of the committee is also a member of the government, so like the
example provided above questions outside the scope of the committee often go through
relatively unchecked unless a Non-Government Senator pursues the matter.

Page 68

The function of the Senate Legislation Committee, whilst improving the level of
transparency, and in turn being a tool for discharging Government and Parliament
accountability, is not seen as an optimal process, but rather as the current process. For
example Australian Labor Party (ALP) Senator Kim Carr, an experienced Government and
Opposition Senator made the following comment about the effectiveness of estimates
committees:
“I have over the years spent much time in Senate Estimates hearings, which I enjoy
greatly. But I don’t believe that basic facts about the way the Commonwealth dollar is
being spent, should have to be winkled out via this process” (Carr 2003, p. 10).

Senate Brief 10 (2005) states that “This process [senate estimates hearings] provides a
vehicle for those committees to examine the performance of departments”. It also allows
Senators — especially Non-Government Senators — to gather information on the operations
of government (Senate Brief 5, 2005). To assist the committee members, there are several
sources from which they can access information to review the estimates and to formulate
questions for the government organisation’s officers.

These include Portfolio Budget

Statements (PBS), Portfolio Additional Estimates Statements (PAES), annual reports of
agencies, the reports of the auditor-general, corporate plans and other budget statements
(Evans, 2004; 2008; Senate Brief 5, 2005). While this level of information appears to be very
useful for reviewing a government organisation’s budget estimates, it is also worth
considering the background, education and employment, of the Senators on these committees.
Do the Senators, particularly the committee members, have sufficient knowledge and
experience to know what they are actually trying to examine? While the process may be a
useful tool in assisting the Parliament discharging the accountability of the government do
the actors involved in the process know what they are reviewing?
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The concerns relating to the accountability process in the public sector being determined
largely by those who are themselves accountable are increased by the conflicting interests of
the committee members. Loney (2004) outlines how government members of the committees
are firstly members of a political party, and are expected to be loyal to their party, and
secondly members of Legislative Committees. Similarly, the committee members are also in
a position to use the committee to promote themselves and their party. This could explain
some behaviour that does not directly contribute to discharging accountability, for example,
aggressive questioning of government policy during an estimates hearing.

Despite these concerns, the level of documented and reported performance information is
fundamental to improve public sector accountability (Cameron, 2004), and this view is shared
by several actors in the public sector. For example, Senator Carr (2003) explained that the
reporting obligations of government organisations are fundamental parts of public service
accountability. The Department of Finance through the FMA Act 1997 and CAC Act 1997
also significantly focuses on ensuring that government organisations properly and fully meet
their reporting obligations.

The Australian National Audit Office (ANAO) similarly

contributes to the discharging of public sector financial accountability through its auditing of
government organisations and by tabling their reports in Parliament (Barrett 2003). This
responsibility of the ANAO is outlined under section 57 of the Financial Management and
Accountability Act 1997 and section 35 of the Commonwealth Authorities and Companies
Act 1997.

The following section discusses the primary source of information for Senators during the
Legislation Committees, the Portfolio Budget Statements (PBS), which contains the budget
estimates of government organisations.

The Senate Legislative Committees base their
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scrutiny of the budget estimates on the PBS published by government organisations (Evans
2008).

Portfolio Budget Statements (PBS)
Each portfolio department is required to prepare a Portfolio Budget Statement (PBS), in
conjunction with the Central Agencies: the Departments of Finance and Administration,
Treasury and Prime Minister and Cabinet. These PBSs are ministerial documents as they are
prepared in the name of the relevant Portfolio Minister (Thomas 2009) and this is
demonstrated in that the PBS contains estimated funding requirements to implement
government agreed policy. The PBS should explain the government-agreed outcomes of
government organisations and the proposed allocation of appropriations (Thomas 2009) to
assist the government organisation achieve agreed Outcomes. The PBS, previously known as
Explanatory Notes (Evans 2008; Thomas 2009), focus on the prospective position of the
government organisation while annual reports (discussed later in this chapter) provide
retrospective information (Evans 2008). This is consistent with the view of Kristensen,
Groszyk and Buhler (2002) who explain that the PBS outlines the government organisation’s
planned performance while the annual report provides information on the actual performance
of the organisation. Thomas (2009) found that the level of coverage of the PBS has been
expanding over the last few decades shifting from a narrow focus on financial performance to
a broader focus on performance which is consistent with the growing implementation of
NPM ideals in the public sector.

Bartos, the Deputy Secretary of DOFA during the period when accrual accounting was
developed for and implemented in the Australian Commonwealth public sector, told the
Finance and Public Administration Legislation Committee in 1999 that the PBS:
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“… is one of the central budget documents that enables effective public scrutiny of
Commonwealth expenditures. As such, it needs to be in a format that is tailored to the
information needs of senators and members to ensure that it is able to be used as a
document that can enhance accountability and ensure disclosure” (17 June 1999, p. 2).

This view on the importance of the PBS is shared by Thomas (2009) who explained “the PBS
remains one of the most important budget and performance documents” (p. 385). However in
spite of the importance of the PBS and the amount of resources consumed in (re)structuring
the PBS in attempting to meet the information needs of both internal and external (of the
portfolio) “what qualifies as quality information for financial decision-making and
accountability will always be partly in the eye-of-the beholder” (Thomas 2009, p. 385). For
example some Senators and Members (especially those not qualified or experienced in
interpreting financial reports), find the PBS a confusing document particularly as it only
provides information on the estimates of the current year’s performance; the next financial
year’s budget (the focus of the document); and forward estimates for the next three years.
Another criticism of the information contained in the PBS is that it provides information by
outputs and outcomes rather than by division of a portfolio (Thomas 2009). This “high-level
of aggregation of financial data [makes] it difficult to focus on departments and agencies in
terms of their finances and performance” (Thomas 2009, p. 385). The following extract from
the 2007 estimates hearing of the Environment, Communications, Information Technology
and the Arts Legislation Committee Estimates is an example where the PBS is seen as a tool
that does not provide sufficient information for examining and reviewing a government
organisation’s budget estimates and actually hinders transparency.
Senator (Non-government) —Why is it then that the Office of the Supervising
Scientist [OSS] is expected to present an annual report to parliament and its
annual reporting requirements are not part of the department of environment’s
requirements? If they are special enough to provide a discrete annual report, why
do they not even get one mention in your PBS?
Senior public servant—They do get a mention in our annual report, but it is just
like I mentioned before: the PBS does not look at the issues division by division.
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The treatment of the Office of the Supervising Scientist is no different than any
other area. You will see the list by outputs and outcomes are not on a divisional
basis. That is the way the Commonwealth reports in the portfolio budget
statement.
Senator (Non-government)—This is about the third year in a row. What I am
getting at is there is no transparency as to exactly what you are allocating in the
financial year to the OSS.
Senior public servant —I am sure Mr XXXX will answer questions about his
[organisation’s] financial position, but the PBS is prepared completely in
accordance with advice [from DOFA] that we get in terms of its preparation. If
you flip through it, you will not find mention on a division-by-division basis other
than their contribution to the outcomes and outputs. I know that does not help you,
but—
Senator (Non-government)—I will just make the point that the OSS is
significant and important enough to table its own discrete annual report to the
parliament but does not even get one mention in your PBS.

In the above example, the Senator would be able to access the relevant information in the
Office of the Supervising Scientist’s (OSS) annual report, however the annual report is not
due to be tabled in Parliament until October, some five months after the Legislation
Committee has met to review and report on the budget appropriations. So it is reasonable to
assume Senators would use the previous financial year’s annual report to assist in examining
the current year’s budget estimates. The use of these dated reports again raises the issue of
whether transparency can be adequately met and whether financial accountability is
appropriately discharged.

Annual Reports
The Annual Reports of government organisations are departmental documents, unlike the
PBS which is a ministerial document, which are presented to the Minister for tabling in
Parliament (Thomas 2009). In the public sector the purpose of an organisation’s annual
report, is not too different from the purpose of a private sector organisation’s annual report
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and is based around the notion of accountability (Thomas 2009). Evans (2008) explains that
“annual reports disclose the financial positions of departments and their activities leading to
their financial positions” (p. 369). This is consistent with Thomas (2009) who explained that
“annual reports contain information on the performance of departments and agencies and
present a narrative analysis of developments within various program fields over the previous
year” (p. 374).

Barrett (2003), a past Commonwealth Auditor-General, explained that

accountability in the public sector implies conformity with a system of administrative
processes designed to provide authority for administrative actions and, at the same time, a
framework for reporting and checking on actions taken.

The disclosure of financial

performance and other relevant data in an organisation’s annual report contributes to the
discharge of the Commonwealth public sector organisation’s accountability to Government,
Parliament and society (Gibson & Guthrie 1996; Thomas 2009). The other function of
Commonwealth public sector annual reports is to inform stakeholders, especially Parliament,
about the performance of the organisation in relation to services provided by Government
organisations. FMA Act 1997 bodies are required to follow the guidance of the Department
of Prime Minister and Cabinet’s (PM&C) document Requirements for Annual Reports: For
Departments, Executive Agencies and FMA Act Bodies.

This document outlines the

mandatory information, such as specific legislation requirements, these organisations need to
include in their annual reports.

In 2006, two Finance Circulars were issued, by the then Department of Finance and
Administration, outlining the requirement of Chief Executives of FMA Act 1997 Bodies
(Finance Circular 2006/08) and directors of CAC Act 1997 organisations (Finance Circular
2006/11) to complete a certificate of compliance. The certificate of compliance, which is to
be prepared separate from an organisation’s annual report, is to be sent to the organisation’s
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relevant Minister and a copy forwarded to the Minister for Finance and Administration by 15
October (Finance Circular 2006a, p. 1; Finance Circular 2006b, p. 2) The purpose of the
certificate of compliance is to assist the Chief Executives or the directors, depending on the
organisation, in complying with the reporting requirements on compliance and financial
sustainability (Finance Circular 2006a; Finance Circular 2006b) covered under the FMA Act
1997 and CAC Act 1997. The focus is on “the agency’s compliance with the Australian
Government’s financial management framework” (Finance Circular 2008, p. 2), while section
8 of the Finance Circular states:
“The Certificate also requires Chief Executives to state whether the agency is
operating within the agreed resources for the current financial year and has adopted
appropriate management strategies for all currently known risks that may affect the
financial sustainability of the agency” (FC 2008 , p. 2).

While Commonwealth public sector annual reports contribute to the discharge of their
accountability to government, parliament and society Burritt and Welch (1997b) explain that
“… the giving of an account is not enough for an accountability relationship to exist;
there is also to be a process for holding the accountor to account for actions taken and
consequences incurred.
Hence, enforcement mechanisms are crucial to
accountability. Enforcement mechanisms are related to the power of the accountee”
(p. 533).

Conclusion
This chapter presented an overview of the Australian Federal Government with specific focus
on public sector accountability. The Australian system of government is shaped by the
Westminster system of government where the lines of accountability are hierarchical and
relatively clear starting with public servants being accountable to Government Ministers,
who, as members of Parliament, are accountable to Parliament. The final stage of the
Westminster system of accountability is where Parliament is accountable to the Australian
public. However the continuing changes and pressures, both internal and external, on the
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public sector have added a layer of complexity to the lines of accountability. These pressures
stem from a number of different areas including primarily public sector reforms and the
evolving change in the assumed roles of the public sector.

The public sector reforms which have influenced and contributed to the increased complexity
of public sector accountability are the result of the increased acceptance of economic
rationalism and the shift towards a managerialist mentality in the public sector. These drivers
support the perception that the public sector needs to become more efficient, improve
productivity and be more responsive to the needs of government. That is, the public sector
needs to develop a culture of performance much like the private sector. While these drivers
would suggest an improved public sector the question to be addressed is does this change in
public sector management assume that the objective of government is efficiency at the
expense of equity. The operational focus in the public sector appears to have moved from the
delivery of services and inputs to a focus on outputs and efficiency with economic
rationalism and managerialism (referred to as New Public Management) being the
predominant drivers in public sector reform. These drivers have a significant impact on
public sector accountability by moving the focus of accountability from the public to
accountability for financial outcomes.

This chapter outlined and discussed two of the main recent financial reforms in the Australian
public sector. The first reform was the move from a cash based system to an accrual
budgeting and accounting system. Accrual accounting is seen to be superior as it provides
greater financial transparency due to the more complete disclosure of the costs of government
services and the capacity to allow the comparison of financial performance both within and
external to the public sector. This reform is consistent with the move in the public sector
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towards a greater focus on performance and efficiency, but it is questionable how this reform
would improve the delivery of government services on a basis of equity. The second recent
financial reform discussed in this chapter was the implementation of an outcomes/outputs
framework.

This reform further supports the move in the public sector to a focus on

performance and the shift away from the delivery of services. The suggestion that this reform
contributes to transparency is difficult to establish as the outcomes are generally quite
ambiguous and, in turn, difficult to measure with any real certainty. Outputs on the other
hand are easy to measure and this ease of measurement encourages a focus, again, on the
reportable quantitative indicators rather than on than the more intangible concepts such as
equity and the impact of the service. These two recent financial reforms do contribute to
greater financial accountability however the focus on improving financial accountability is at
the expense of and distracts from public accountability.

Included in this chapter is discussion on the legislative and reporting frameworks which assist
in the discharge of public sector accountability. The legislative framework is based on two
main pieces of legislation, the Financial Management and Accountability Act 1997 (FMA
Act) and the Commonwealth Authorities and Corporations Act 1997 (CAC Act). Both of
these pieces of legislation outline the financial reporting and accountability frameworks,
including the governance arrangements, of Commonwealth government organisations. Both
Acts have a strong focus on the management of financial performance and reporting which
contributes to the move to a performance rather than service delivery focus in the public
sector.

Following discussion on the FMA Act 1997 and CAC Act 1997 one of the

mechanisms used by Parliament to discharge accountability, Senate Legalisation Committees,
is outlined and discussed. These Committees are concerned with the reviewing proposed
government expenditure in public hearings where Senators have the opportunity to question
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public sector officers about their organisation’s past expenditure and proposed expenditure on
the delivery of government programs.

The impact on public sector accountability of the recent reforms, the drivers of these reforms
and the supporting legislative and reporting frameworks have changed the nature of public
sector accountability and indeed shifted the focus away from public accountability and
towards financial accountability. However, underneath all the complexities these changes
bring, the core lines of accountability of the Westminster system remain. Public servants are
still accountable to their relevant Minister, the Ministers are accountable to Parliament and
Parliament is still accountable to the public.

It is just that what the public sector is

accountable for has appeared to change.

The next chapter will outline and discuss the research design and framework including the
methodology and methods used to address some of the issues raised in this chapter and
presented in Chapter 1 as the research questions of this thesis.
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Chapter 3 – Research Methodology

Introduction
The previous chapter provided an overview of public accountability in the Federal
Government of Australia and the recent public sector reforms which have impacted on public
accountability. This overview included discussion on the Australian system of government
which is based on the Westminster system where the lines of accountability are hierarchical.
Accountability in the Westminster system starts with public servants being accountable to
Government Ministers, who in-turn are accountable to Parliament, who in-turn is accountable
to the Australian public.

This chapter will outline the research design and research framework used to address the two
research questions which are based on examining and exploring in depth one of the public
accountability processes, the Estimates hearings of the Senate Legislative Committees.
Discussion on the research design will include the methodological assumptions associated
with the framework as well as the selected research methods used in this study: content
analysis; thematic analysis; and critical discourse analysis.

Research Purpose and Design
The purpose of this research is twofold; exploratory and explanatory. The exploratory
component of my research is based on identifying and becoming familiar with the Senate
Legislation Committees’ estimates processes and the policies and techniques used to
discharge financial accountability within the federal public sector (Neuman 2006). The
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explanatory component of my research will be based on extracting meanings from the data
when viewed from the perspective of the theoretical framework discussed in Chapter 4.

The research design of this thesis is structured on a problem-driven analysis where the
research questions To what extent does the Senate Estimates process contribute to the
discharge of Parliament’s and Government’s financial accountability? and To what extent do
the outcomes of the Senate Estimates committees serve the interests of the public or the
interests of Senators (and their parties), senior departmental officers (and their
departments); or Portfolio Ministers (and their parties)? are based on “a desire to know
something currently inaccessible and the belief that systematic reading of potentially
available texts could provide answers” (Krippendorff 2004, pp. 342-343). To undertake this
problem-driven analysis, the research design is based primarily on qualitative research which,
unlike quantitative research, is more of an approach rather than a particular set of techniques
(Morgan & Smircich 1980). This view is supported by Ahrens and Chapman (2006) who
explain that “with qualitative methodology goes an acknowledgement that the field is itself
not just part of the empirical world but is shaped by the theoretical interests of the researcher”
(p. 820).

The following section will outline and discuss the research framework and the assumptions
upon which the framework is structured.

Research Framework
The most difficult area of my thesis so far has been the identification of the reasons why I
have chosen a particular research methodology. Quite early in my research I identified that
the methodology I would focus on was qualitative with the primary methods of archival
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research used to collect the information for my research and content analysis. However,
before I could appropriately conduct this research I needed to identify my ontological
assumptions as it “lies prior to and governs subsequent epistemological and methodological
assumptions” (Chua 1986, p. 604).

Ontological Assumptions
The first assumption I needed to identify for my research to have a solid foundation is in
relation to reality. What assumptions do I have about reality? Is reality external to me or a
product of my individual thoughts and interpretations (Burrell and Morgan 1979)? My
assumptions about reality are my ontological assumptions. That is, ontology is about “the
nature of being or reality” (Dillard 1991, p. 11). It is critical that I identify my ontological
assumptions because different ontological assumptions imply different grounds for
knowledge, different epistemologies, different methodologies and direct the sorts of research
questions to be asked (Burrell & Morgan 1979; Morgan & Smircich 1980; Tomkins &
Groves 1983).

Morgan and Smircich (1980) suggest there is a continuum of ontological assumptions ranging
from reality as a concrete structure (completely external to the researcher) to reality as a
projection of human imagination (completely internal to the researcher).

Page 81

This range is represented in Table 1 below.
Table 1. Ontological assumption continuum
Ontological assumption

Subjectivity

Reality as a projection of
human imagination
Reality as a social
construction
Reality as symbolic
discourse
Reality as a contextual field
of information
Reality as a concrete process

Reality as a concrete
structure
(Morgan and Smircich 1980, p. 492)

Reality is an act of creative imagination
Reality is constructed through language,
actions and routines
Reality is created through a pattern of
symbolic relationships and meanings.
Reality is created based on the transmission
of information.
Reality is ‘concrete’ but changes as
everything interacts with everything else
Reality is concrete and affects everything.
It does not change.

Burrell and Morgan’s (1979) more simplistic model (refer Table 2 below) suggests that
ontological assumptions can either be founded on reality which exists independently of the
individual [realism] or reality which is created based on artificial creations for describing and
making sense of the external world, nominalism (Burrell & Morgan 1979). This simplistic
model is also reflected in Gaffikin (2008) who uses the terms Realist and Constructionist.

Table 2. Ontological assumptions continuum
Nominalism

Reality is structured through names, labels
and concepts
Subjectivity

Realism

Reality is made of hard, tangible and
relatively immutable structures

(Burrell & Morgan 1979)
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Based on the above, I am comfortable acknowledging my current ontological assumptions are
based on more subjective elements and I see my place on the Morgan and Smircich (1980)
continuum covering both Reality as Socially Constructed and Reality as symbolic discourse.

Reality as a social construction assumes reality is a continuous process created through the
medium of language, labels, actions and routines (Morgan & Smircich 1980).

This

ontological assumption is slightly more subjective than the ontological assumption of reality
created by symbolic discourse where reality is based on the assumption that it is created by
the meanings people put upon situations, people and events (Tomkins & Groves 1983).
These meanings often appear as social rules, however reality is not in the rules but in
meanings they have to an external observer (Morgan & Smircich 1980). This thesis will be
based on the areas of overlap of these ontological assumptions.

The next part of the research framework which requires identification and discussion is the
consistent appropriate epistemological assumptions.

Epistemological Assumptions
The means or process of knowing is termed epistemology (Dillard 1991) and the importance
of identifying a researcher’s epistemological assumption[s] is based on the notion that they
decide what is to count as acceptable truth by specifying the criteria and process of assessing
truth claims (Chua 1986).

The two ontological assumptions identified by Morgan and Smircich (1980) which match my
appreciation and understanding of reality have similar yet different epistemological
assumptions. The ontological assumption based on reality as a social construction leads to an
epistemology which focuses on analysing the process through which reality is created with
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the understanding of that process as the basis for knowledge (Morgan & Smircich 1980).
Burrell and Morgan (1979) suggest the epistemological stance for this ontological assumption
is to understand how social reality is created. In relation to the ontological assumption based
on reality as a realm of symbolic discourse Burrell and Morgan (1979) identify the need to
understand patterns of symbolic discourse as the epistemological stance.

That is, the

epistemological assumption “takes into account how social order is fashioned by human
beings in ways that are meaningful to them” (Morgan & Smircich 1980, p. 496). Tomkins
and Groves (1983) suggest individuals interpret reality within a basic stance of negotiation
with each other and develop the same shared symbolic order of meanings, definitions and
situations.

These epistemological assumptions can be grouped as anti-positivist epistemologies in that
they assume the world is essentially relativistic … and to understand the world individuals
rely on their points of view (Burrell & Morgan 1979; Dillard 1991). The focus is on reality
created internally by individuals.

The other end of the epistemology spectrum is positivism. This epistemological position
emphasises causal relationships, laws, which can be used to explain and predict (Burrell &
Morgan 1979; Neuman 2006). The focus is on reality being external to individuals. The next
section will outline and discuss the anti-positivism epistemological assumptions which will
inform the methodology, upon which my research will be conducted.

Methodology
Methodology and method are two terms often used, incorrectly, interchangeably.
Methodology is the way in which research is conducted (Dillard 1991) whereas methods are
the specific techniques used to collect, analyse and report on data (Neuman 2006). Chua
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(1986) explains that the methodological assumptions will indicate which methods could be
used for a particular piece of research.

The appropriate methodological approach is guided by the ontological and epistemological
assumptions of the researcher (Burrell & Morgan 1979; Chua 1986). Researchers whose
ontological and epistemological assumptions are based on a more objectivist position will
conduct nomothetic research. That is, research that sets out to establish and rely on causal
law-like generalisations (Gaffikin 2008; Neuman 2006). The emphasis of the nomothetic
approach is on systematic quantitative techniques and the construction of scientific tests
(Burrell & Morgan 1979; Dillard 1991). The alternative position taken by researchers whose
ontological and epistemological assumptions are based on a more subjectivist position is
often referred to as ideographic research. This research is based primarily on qualitative
techniques which allow the researcher to describe the research material through his or her
subjective interpretation of the associated cultural and historical events (Dillard 1991;
Gaffikin 2008). This view supports Burrell and Morgan’s (1979) and Tomkins and Groves’s
(1983) explanations that to undertake this research approach the researcher needs to obtain
intimate firsthand knowledge of the research subject. Tomkins and Groves use the term
‘naturalistic’ for this type of research methodology as opposed to the ‘scientific’ research
methodology a term often used for nomothetic research.

Based on my ontological assumptions and epistemological position, my research
methodology would be more subjectivist and therefore could be referred to as ideographic
relying primarily on qualitative research methods. The identification of the appropriate
research methods to collect valid data for my research will be based on my research
orientation (Morgan & Smircich 1980) and methodological assumptions (Chua 1986).
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The following figure outlines the framework upon which my research will be based.
Figure 1. Research Framework of Thesis
Ontological Assumptions
Reality is socially
constructed

Reality is a realm of
symbolic discourse

Epistemological Assumptions
Anti-positivist

Methodological Assumptions
Ideographic

Methods
Qualitative
Content Analysis; Thematic Analysis; and Critical Discourse
Analysis

Research Methods
While the design of this study is based primarily on qualitative research, as discussed above,
the research methods used will follow a specific logically based path from content analysis,
which is has been described as “a class of methods at the intersection of the qualitative and
quantitative traditions” (Duriau, Reger, & Pfarrer 2007, p. 5) to thematic analysis which
could be described as ‘sitting on the methodological fence’ to critical discourse analysis
which is based on qualitative methodological assumptions. While this mix of methods may
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initially appear to be inconsistent and possibly even contradictory to the ontological and
epistemological assumptions identified above, it is important to note the use of content
analysis and thematic analysis in this thesis is to support the critical discourse analysis. This
view is consistent with Harwood and Garry (2003) who suggest the content analysis is more
of a complimentary method instead of a solitary research method. This mix of methods is
consistent with the corpus linguistics approach to critical discourse analysis where
quantitative methods support as well as enhance the credibility of the analysis (Mautner
2009; Wodak & Meyer 2009). While content analysis is generally considered to be an
appropriate method under the realist [more objective] ontological assumption, in this thesis
the use of content analysis as a method will be based on the ontological assumption that
reality is socially constructed. The focus on the socially constructed ontological assumption
means that the use and inclusion of descriptive analysis and statistics normally associated
with content analysis would be contradictory to both the ontological and epistemological
assumptions upon which this thesis is based. This approach in using content analysis is
considered consistent with the critical accounting research approach “critical investigative
inquiry”, which is based on the “examination of the underlying practices and institutions …
[and] may relate, for example, to … financial reporting … political and social institutions,
and meanings attached to accounting information” (Cortese 2006, p. 63). The following
figure represents the flow of these methods under the critical investigative inquiry approach
and how they build to address the primary research questions.
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Figure 2. Critical Investigative Inquiry Approach

Critical Investigative Inquiry

Content Analysis

Thematic Analysis

Critical Discourse Analysis

Research Question 1: To what extent does the Senate Estimates process contribute to
the discharge of Parliament’s and Government’s financial accountability?
Research Question 2: To what extent do the outcomes of the Senate Estimates
committees serve the interests of the public or the interests of Senators (and their
parties), senior departmental officers (and their departments); or Portfolio Ministers
(and their parties)?

The following section will introduce and discuss content analysis, the first method used in
this research.

Content Analysis
Content analysis is a technique used to enable the analysis of text (Harwood & Garry 2003;
Krippendorff 2004) and to draw valid inferences from the text in relation to the context in
which the text is produced (Beck, Campbell & Shrives 2010; Krippendorff 2004). Content
analysis is not a new technique used in the analysis of text. Rather, the literature discusses its
use over 200 years ago in the analysis of materials including newspaper articles and political
speeches (Harwood & Garry 2003; Krippendorff 2004). During the Second World War
content analysis was used to analyse the propaganda distributed by Germany and Italy
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(Krippendorff 2004) and from there Krippendorff (2004) explains that “after World War II ...
the use of content analysis spread to numerous disciplines” (p. 11).

The epistemological position of content analysis is relatively vague, particularly if you want
to define it as either a quantitative or qualitative research methodological approach. George11
(2009) explained there are two approaches to content analysis qualitative and quantitative
while Duriau, Reger and Pfarrer (2007), as mentioned above, suggest content analysis is
based on overlaps of quantitative and qualitative analysis. The use of statistical techniques to
collect and measure descriptive data from the selected text generally falls under the umbrella
of quantitative content analysis (George 2009) and this was initially considered the approach
of content analysis. As discussed by Krippendorff (2004) “Lasswell (1949/1965) continued
to insist on the quantification of symbols as the sole basis of scientific insights” (p. 11).
However, this view on the use and approach of content analysis has been evolving. In 1955
an academic conference was held from which the contributions to the “conference were
published in 1959 in a book titled Trends on Content Analysis (Krippendorff 2004). The
contributions to the conference indicated a major shift in the approach of content analysis, a
move from analysing content quantitatively to more qualitative approaches based on drawing
inferences from the text (Krippendorff 2004).

This broad scope of content analysis does seem to cause some confusion about the
methodological position of content analysis however Krippendorff (2004) explains
“ultimately all reading of texts is qualitative, even when certain characteristics of a text are
later converted into numbers” (p. 16). It appears it is this focus on converting characteristics
of text into numbers where the confusion is created however, while the “identification and
11
While the date for this reference is 2009, the actual article this reference relates to is based on an excerpt from
George, A. L. (1959). Quantitative and qualitative approaches to content analysis. In I. De Sola Pool (Ed.),
Trends in content analysis (pp. 7 – 32). Urbana: University of Illinois Press.
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coding of characteristics ... of text are key components of content analysis” (Hackston &
Milne 1996). It is the analysis applied to these characteristics which is the core of content
analysis. This is consistent with Krippendorff’s (2004) suggestion that “documents never
speak for themselves – interpretations are always made by intelligent readers. And texts
inevitably have several meanings” (p. 342).

When reviewing suitable texts to address the stated research questions the researcher is
required to identify and define the categories to which extracts of the text are to be grouped
and explicitly outline the instructions to be used to code the text in the categories (Hackston
& Milne 1996; Krippendorff 2004). In doing this, the researcher is able to improve the
credibility of the findings from the analysis as the process is designed to be clear and
understood (not necessarily agreed with however) and replicable. However this credibility is
not to be confused with reliability as the interpretation of the data, based on a social
constructionist ontological assumption, will vary from researcher to researcher. The notion
of replicability is contentious as Krippendorff argues “[in] qualitative studies ... replicability
is generally of little concern” (p. 88) however it must be of concern if external parties are to
place any value to the outcomes of the content analysis. This view is consistent with Duriau,
Reger and Pfarrer (2007) who suggest content analysis provides a replicable methodology to
identify structures including values, intentions and attitudes.

Thematic Analysis
The identification of appropriate categories for coding the text may lead to the identification
of key themes within the text. There is a basic assumption that “content analysis ... groups
words to reveal underlying themes” (Duriau, Reger & Pfarrer 2007, p. 6). The analysis of
these themes is sometimes considered a part of the content analysis, however in this thesis
thematic analysis is separated out from the content analysis component of the study. This

Page 90

will allow for a clearer and more focused examination and discussion on the key themes
identified in the selected texts. The rationale for the separation of this analysis from the
content analysis is made evident in Chapters 5 and 6.

Critical Discourse Analysis
Critical discourse analysis (CDA), is a method12 researchers can use to examine text, in its
various forms including conversation and written, and how, through text, power is exerted by
individuals or groups of individuals over others whom they directly or indirectly dominate
(van Dijk 1993; van Dijk 2001). Unlike other discourse analysis CDA focuses on the “power
factors that operate in a given discursive context” (Corson 2000, p. 95) while Fairclough
(1993) explains that CDA explores systematically relationships between texts and processes
and how these “texts arise out of ... relations of power and struggles over power” (1993, p.
135). Van Dijk (1993) explains that CDA “is primarily interested and motivated by pressing
social issues, which it [the researcher] hopes to understand through discourse analysis” (p.
252). Researchers using CDA need to “look beyond the text proper in order to unearth
socially meaningful interpretations” (Mautner 2009, p. 124). This is consistent with Cortese
(2006) who explained “the purpose of CDA is to determine the social effects of discourse
which arise as a result of the meanings and interpretations derived from the discourse” (p.
68). CDA “is specially interested in power abuse … by those who wield power” (van Dijk
1993, p. 255) and the focus is on the production and reproduction of dominance and social
inequality as well as the resistance of those dominated (Leitch & Palmer 2010; van Dijk
1993; van Dijk 2001). This focus on dominance and social inequality implies then that
researchers using CDA “take an explicit socio-political stance: they spell out their point of
view, perspective, principles and aims, both within their discipline and within society at
large” (van Dijk 1993, p. 252). The nature of this study which is based on the analysis of
12

Critical discourse analysis has also been used as a methodology and theory (see Wodak and Meyer 2009)
however for the purposes of this study CDA will be considered primarily as a research method.
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Hansard transcripts of a Senate Legislation Committee estimates hearings makes CDA both a
suitable and relevant method to conduct this research.

There is no one way to undertake CDA (Gallhofer, Haslam & Roper 2001; Wodak & Meyer
2009; van Dijk 1993; 2001) as shown in the 2009 book Methods of Critical Discourse
Analysis edited by Wodak, & Meyer which provides an “overview of the various theories and
methods associated with this sociolinguistic approach” (SAGE 2012). Wodak and Meyer
(2009) explain that studies undertaken “in CDA are multifarious, derived from quite different
theoretical backgrounds, oriented towards different data and methodologies” (p. 5). For
example some suggest empirical investigations can be used in CDA (refer Mautner, 2009),
while others have based their approach to CDA on “Foucault’s discourse theory” (Jager &
Maier 2009, p. 34). These diverse approaches reflect van Dijk’s (1993) explanation that
“theories, descriptions, methods and empirical work are chosen ... as a function of their
relevance [to the study]” (van Dijk 1993, p. 252) for achieving the objectives of the research.
Whatever the approach used by the researcher the key tenet of CDA is to “de-mystify
ideologies and power through the systematic … investigation of semiotic data (written,
spoken or visual)” (Wodak and Meyer 2009, p. 3). The approach used in this study has been
shaped based on the structured approach outlined and used by van Dijk (1993) which “begins
with [a review] of the various properties of context ... and then examines the properties of the
text” (p. 270). The legitimacy of ‘shaping’ the CDA approach in individual studies is
supported by Gallhofer, Haslam & Roper (2001) who in their study indicated “our own
approach [is] shaped by our reading of Fairclough's framework” (p. 122). The approach in
this study is also informed by Leitch and Palmer (2010) suggestions that there are three key
methodological decisions CDA researchers should address when undertaking CDA. The first
decision is about defining the core concepts such as context. The second decision to be made
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is about the selection of the text upon which the CDA will be undertaken. The third
methodological decision Leitch and Palmer (2010) suggest CDA researchers need to consider
is about data analysis, that is, “what you have found” (p. 1209). It is important to note that
the Leitch and Palmer (2010) paper has been criticised for while trying to “create a more
precise and vigorous account of CDA, but ultimately present[s] ... a somewhat reductive and
potentially misleading view of it” (Chouliaraki & Fairclough 2010, p. 1214).

It is

acknowledged there are some weaknesses in the Leitch & Palmer (2010) approach, especially
in its drive to provide prescriptive methodological protocols, however it is but one approach
to CDA. And in keeping with the multifarious nature of CDA the Leitch and Palmer (2010)
approach is considered useful in guiding some of the CDA in this study. The benefit of using
components of Leitch and Palmer’s (2010) approach in this study is that this could assist in
future research in this area as it could guide aspects of data to consider as a base line as well
as contribute to the success of the CDA providing insight in this area which will be assessed
by its “effectiveness and relevance, that is, by its contribution [however small] to change”
(van Dijk 1993, p. 253). The following sections will discuss how each of these three
methodological decisions is addressed in this research study.

Core concepts of CDA
CDA is based on the examination of how power is exerted (and resisted) through discourse to
dominate. The two key notions in this brief definition of CDA are power and dominance,
both of which need to be defined so as to provide a firm footing on the CDA undertaken.
Power in CDA is generally considered to mean social power which is based on “privileged
access to socially valued resources, such as wealth, income, position, status, force, group
membership, education or knowledge” (van Dijk 1993, p. 254). It is through the (mis)use of
social power that individuals or groups of individuals are able to control others, primarily
these days cognitively, to “change the minds of others in one’s own interests” (van Dijk
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1993, p. 254). The concern with social power in CDA is not to critique legitimate control
“and acceptable forms of power” rather the focus is to examine the (re)production of social
inequality through discourse by elites which is categorised as dominance (van Dijk 1993).

Identifying and defining the context(s) in which the text was produced is a key requirement
of a study being undertaken using CDA (Gallhofer, Halsam & Roper, 2001) as it is through
the analysis of discourse in context “rather than as isolated objects” (Leitch & Palmer 2010,
p. 1195) which is the core of CDA. Fairclough (1992) suggests CDA researchers not only
analyse the text but also need to interpret the context of the situation “the effect of context
situation upon text interpretation (and text production) depends upon the reading of the
situation” (p. 83). This view of CDA is consistent with van Dijk (2001) who explained that
CDA “is a type of discourse analytical research that primarily studies the way social power
abuse, dominance, and inequality are enacted, reproduced, and resisted by text and talk in the
social and political context” (van Dijk 2001, p. 352). However, the identification of context
is not necessarily a straight forward process, and indeed there are many different contexts in
which text is produced. For example context could refer to the “physical setting or location
in which the text occurs” (Leitch & Palmer, 2010, p. 1200) or when the text was created in
“relation to other texts or events” (Leitch & Palmer, 2010, p. 1202). In the field of critical
accounting, context could refer to the location of text in the ideologies of the actors
(creators/participants) in the text being analysed as the ideologies “reflect the basic aims,
interests and values” (van Dijk 1993, p. 258) of the actors and the ideologies of the
researchers conducting the analysis of the text. The relationships between power, ideology
and discourse may be unclear (Fairclough 1993; Gallhofer, Haslam & Roper 2001) however
the analysis of the linkages is consistent with the objectives of CDA. Fairclough (1992)
explains “discourse as an ideological practice constitutes, naturalizes, sustains and changes
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significations of the world from diverse positions in power relations” (p. 67). In addition the
view of the researcher’s ideology being a part of the context is supported by van Dijk (1993;
2001) who explains that researchers, in trying to understand social inequality, need to state
their ideological position as this is also part of the context of the analysis. The inclusion of
ideologies, both of the actors and the researcher, in critical discourse analysis is one aspect of
the analysis which is often missing in other discourse analysis methods (Corson 2000). For
example, Fairclough's critical discourse analysis (1992; 1993) is especially concerned to
make visible ideological struggles fought over social change which are typically manifest in
language” (Gallhofer, Haslam & Roper 2001, p. 122).

The following is a brief outline of the context of the text used in this study. More detailed
discussion will be provided in Chapter 6.

The context of the text in this study could be defined based on ‘the physical setting’ of the
Senate Estimates Committee room in the Australian Federal Parliament building, and the text
is in relation to the delivery of the Australian Government’s financial year budgets and the
performance of government organisations in relation to the delivery government funded
policy initiatives. Another property of context which is relevant to this study is the access
(van Dijk 1993) individuals have to participate in text of this study. The context is further
defined through the ideological stances of the Government, Opposition and Minor Party
Senators who participated in the committee hearings as well as the Australian Westminster
system of government. In relation to the researcher’s ideological stance the context of the
analysis is based on the ontological assumption broadly categorised as ‘social constructionist’
and as such this research is consistent with one of the tenets of CDA which is that it “is
unabashedly normative” (van Dijk 1993, p. 253). The text in this study comes from the
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publicly available Hansard transcripts of the Senate Legislation Committee hearings for the
Australian Antarctic Division and the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority for the
financial years 2001-02 through to and including 2007-08. During this period of time the
Government of Australia was held by a Coalition of the Liberal and National parties. As
outlined in Chapter 1, in 2007 there was a change of government with the Australian Labor
Party forming Government and it was due to this change in government that the research only
includes the Hansard of the committee hearings up until the change of government.

Conclusion
This chapter has outlined the research design and framework of this thesis including the
associated methodological assumptions upon which the research data will be examined in
addressing the research questions presented in Chapter 1. The research framework is based
on the ontological assumption that reality is a social construction based on a continuous
process created through the medium of language and actions (Morgan & Smircich 1980).
The identification of a researcher’s ontological assumption highlights what the researcher
considers to count as acceptable truth and this leads to the selection of appropriate processes
in determining that truth. It is important time is spent to identify and discuss the ontological
assumption as the appropriateness of the research methodology and methods are based on the
identification of the researcher’s ontological position.

The research methods used in this thesis are content analysis, thematic analysis and critical
discourse analysis. The initial mix of these methods may appear contradictory as content
analysis is often considered to be a quantitative approach where characteristics of the text
may be reduced to quantitative measures while critical discourse analysis is a qualitative
approach which focuses on examining text to determine how power is exerted through the
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text.

However in this study, content analysis and thematic analysis are used as

complimentary supportive methods to identify the extracts of the text for analysis through
critical discourse analysis.

One of the key points to acknowledge with critical discourse analysis is that there is no one
way to apply the method. Rather critical discourse analysis is multifarious as it allows the
application of different theoretical frameworks on different data. The critical discourse
analysis approach used in this study is based on van Dijk’s (1993) suggested structured
approach and consideration of Leitch and Palmer’s (2010) methodological decisions. By
shaping the critical discourse analysis based on van Dijk’s (1993) and Leitch and Palmer’s
(2010) work the focus of the analysis is on the various notions of context, identification of the
text to be analysed, the specific properties of the text and consideration of what is found. It is
important to note that while there are many different approaches to applying critical discourse
analysis they are not without weaknesses. In this study the primary weakness of the approach
used is that the Leitch and Palmer (2010) approach is based on providing prescriptive
methodological protocols which is contrary to other approaches. However as it is accepted
that there are various differing approaches to critical discourse analysis, ie no one definitive
approach, the approach used in this thesis (influenced by van Dijk (1993) and Leitch and
Palmer (2010)) is considered valid as it addresses the key tenet of critical discourse analysis:
it focuses on examining text to determine how power is exerted through the text.

The following chapter includes discussion on the theoretical framework used to examine the
topic and associated research questions. This chapter will include a review of some of
Jeremy Bentham’s thoughts on public administration, the theory of legitimation, institutional
theory and explore New Public Management from a more theoretical perspective.
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Chapter 4 – Theoretical framework

Introduction
This chapter builds on the discussion of the research design and framework which was
presented in the previous chapter. The objective of this chapter is to outline the theoretical
framework used to examine the topic and address the two research questions. The theoretical
framework used in this thesis is not based on only one theory, rather it is based on the
intersection and adoption of key components of two different political economy theories: the
theory of legitimation and institutional theory. The theoretical framework is also influenced
by Jeremy Bentham’s13 thoughts on topics such as public administration, bookkeeping and
publicity (reporting) as well as his thoughts on utilitarianism, surveillance and the (mis)use of
language (Burns & Hart 1988; Gallhofer & Haslam 1994a; 1994b; 2003; Hume 1970; Martin
1996). While this framework will be viewed through a Benthamite lens it is important to
note that the work of his brother, Samuel Bentham, influenced much of Jeremy’s work. For
example, the Panopticon or Inspection House principle generally attributed to Jeremy was
initially developed by Samuel (Gallhofer & Haslam 1994a); “The idea of which [panopticon]
first originated with my brother (my only and younger brother, Sir Samuel Bentham)”
(Bentham cited in Bowring 1843c, p. 830). However, for the purposes of this thesis, unless
explicitly identified, the ideas will be considered to have originated from and been developed
by Jeremy Bentham. Discussion in this chapter will also demonstrate the link between
Bentham’s work, particularly on publicity and the (mis)use of language, with the research
methods used in this study.

13

An 18th century lawyer; economist; social commentator; and philosopher (Martin 1997; Hume 1970;
Gallhofer & Haslam 1994a; 1994b).
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When reviewing Bentham’s work a number of limitations and contradictions become
apparent. The first limitation is that Bentham wrote around two hundred years ago and so his
language does not always directly translate to today’s language. Indeed some of Bentham’s
style of language is somewhat confusing, for example the following is a footnote in his A
Fragment on Government
“With this note let no man trouble himself who is not used, or does not intend to use
himself, to what are called metaphysical speculations: in whose estimation the benefit
of understanding clearly what he is speaking of, is not worth labour” (Burns & Hart
1988, p. 108).

The second limitation is that much has changed in the relation to accountability and public
administration since Bentham wrote on these topics. While some of his work is reflected in
the public service of today such as national health and welfare services (Martin 1997) his
work on other areas such the disclosures of poor houses (Gallhofer & Haslam 1994a) are not
reflected in today’s public service. The third limitation of Bentham’s work is the source of
his work. The majority of his published work is published in editions of his collected works
arranged by Bowring in 1843 – some ten years after Bentham’s death – and as editor
“Bowring took considerable liberties in his role” and this has contributed to “contemporary
opinion concerning Jeremy Bentham [being] coloured by Bowring’s incomplete and censored
work” (Martin 1997, p. 272). The fourth limitation is that Bentham’s work contains and
presents us with a number of contradictions. The contradictions are twofold, firstly there are
contradictions within Bentham’s work and secondly there may appear to be ontological and
epistemological contradictions in this thesis by using Bentham.

The contradictions in

Bentham’s work become evident through a broad reading of his work (as discussed below)
however contradictions within the work of an author whose work expands a significant
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period of time is not that unusual14. The majority of Bentham’s work is based on a scientific
materialist perspective (Gallhofer & Haslam 1994a; 1994b) where he demonstrates a desire
for facts over opinions however in other work he demonstrates a normative perspective where
his quest is to determine how things should be rather than how things are (Burns & Hart
1988; Collins 1985). This normative perspective is further demonstrated by Bentham’s
interest in language and how the use of language, which should be analysed through
sentences “rather than the word (or term)” (Burns & Hart 1988, p. xx). Burns and Hart
(1988) suggest Bentham believed “sense could be given to such terms by placing them in
sentences which could then be analysed into, or replaced by, sentences in which the terms did
not appear” (Burns & Hart 1988, p. xx).

However, despite these limitations and

contradictions, Bentham’s work is significantly influential in examining accountability,
particularly in the public sector, and the examination of language used in accountability
processes (Collins 1985; Gallhofer & Haslam 1994a; 1994b; 2003; Martin 1997). The
following section is a literature review of some of Bentham’s contribution to public sector
accounting, financial accountability and public administration.

Bentham and Public Sector Financial Accountability
The area of financial accountability was of great interest to Jeremy Bentham (Gallhofer &
Halsam 1994a; 1994b). Bentham was “the acknowledged leader of a group of social and
political reformers known as the philosophical radicals that included among its number both
John Mill and his more famous son John Stuart Mill” (Martin 1997, p. 272). He was also
considered “a prominent exemplar amongst … [e]nlightenment writers on administration and
modern reformers concerned to engaged in practice” (Gallhofer & Haslam 2003, p. 24) and to
14

For example the work of Foucault presents a number of contradictory perspectives which can be put down to
the maturing of thought.
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“substitute clear thought for prejudice ... and remove medieval rubbish or confusion” (Burns
& Hart 1988, p. xix).

Bentham, as part of the enlightenment movement, was anti-

traditionalist and based his understandings and knowledge on scientific materialist work
(Gallhofer & Haslam 1994a; 1994b) reflecting his positivistic epistemological assumptions
(Collins 1985; Gallhofer & Haslam 1994a). Bentham’s work in a variety areas and on topics
such as utilitarianism, surveillance and the principle of publicity made significant
contributions to the discussion on public sector financial accountability and transparency
where he outlined the need for “the doors of all public establishments … to be, thrown wide
open to the body of the curious at large” (Bentham cited in Bowring 1843c , p. 46).

Bentham’s work, while vast, is generally considered to be based primarily on economics,
law, social control, public administration and public interest.

His more well known

contributions are in the areas of utilitarianism, a moral theory where the correct action is one
which produces the greatest amount of happiness or least amount of pain for the greatest
number of people (Gaffikin 2008), and in his advocacy for the use of a system of constant
surveillance to internalise the desired behaviour of individuals (MacIntosh 1994). Such is the
importance and influence of Bentham’s work that authors such as Martin (1997) suggest the
current modern welfare state can be linked back directly to Bentham and his thoughts on
utilitarianism.

Bentham also made significant contributions to public sector financial

accountability and much of his work is reflected in today’s processes and procedures of
ensuring and discharging public sector financial accountability. As discussed by Gallhofer
and Haslam (1994b), Bentham was “concerned about 'correcting' accounting 'in its language'
… rendering accounting more comprehensive and clearer in the public realm” (p. 437). This
early indication of the need for accountability and transparency in accounting and accounting
disclosures is still relevant today particularly in relation to public sector financial reforms.
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The following section will briefly outline the principle of utilitarianism which was one of the
key contributions of Bentham.

Utilitarianism
Bentham is often thought of as being one of the main contributors to the development of
utilitarianism and while he did not invent utilitarianism (Burns & Hart, 1988) he is
“important ... for showing in much greater detail than before how it [utilitarianism] might be
applied (Burns & Hart 1988, p. xiv). Utilitarianism is a term which does not appear to have
one clear definition (Martin, 1997) rather it is a principle based on the notion that the correct
action is one which results in the greatest good or happiness for the greatest number of people
(Fritzsche 2005; Gaffikin 2008; Martin 1997). There are two broad areas of utilitarianism;
rule-utilitarianism which is based on identifying the “best rule” (Mautner 2005, p. 543) and
the best action which conforms with the best rule; and act-utilitarianism where “the value of
the consequences of the particular act … counts when determining whether the act is right”
(Mautner 2005, p. 6). Bentham’s focus on utilitarianism was that the moral worth of actions
was to be determined solely by their consequences. As such Bentham’s view may be more
appropriately defined as act-utilitarianism.

Collins (1985) links Bentham’s principle of

utilitarianism to the public sector and their operations by explaining that “political institutions
and polices are to be assessed in terms of the impact of their operation upon the interests of
the majority” (p. 148) which in turn supports the rationale for improving the level of public
sector financial accountability. Acting in the public interest is a key driver of government15

15
Burns & Hart (1988) suggest “government arose out of an original agreement, or contract, in which the people
contracted to obey a government in order to obtain its benefits” (p. xiv). The decisions by government on what
benefits to provide could be interpreted as being guided by public interest (Bentham 1789).
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and the acceptance of the responsibility to act in the public interest is also “a distinguishing
mark of the accountancy profession” (APESB 2010, Sec 100.1).

Bentham’s thoughts on utilitarianism included the role of government and the legislation
created by government:
“The public good [interest] ought to be the subject of the legislator; general utility
ought to be the foundation of his reasonings. To know the true good of the community
is what constitutes the science of legislation; the art consists in finding the means to
realise that good” (Bentham 1789, p. 1).

To determine the ‘true good of the community’ Bentham considers the concept of
utilitarianism as the required goal of government and in turn the goal of legislation. Utility,
‘or interest of a community’, according to Bentham is an “an abstract term” based on the
notions of good and evil through recognition that “evil is pain, or the cause of pain” and that
“good is pleasure, or the cause of pleasure” (Bentham 1789, p. 2). Utility is seen as the total
sum of the happiness of the members of the community based on the presence of pleasure or
the absence of pain. It is important to note this rather simplistic explanation of utility does
not mean that Bentham thought we should all be running around only doing those things
which made us happy, which would be “a revival of Epicureanism16” (Bentham 1789, p. 17),
rather he encouraged detailed examination of the ‘interest of the community’ to be
undertaken to evaluate utility. The Senate Legislative Committees’ estimates hearings would
be a relevant example of this detailed examination. Mautner (2005) offered a more complete
definition of utility which suggests it can be identified with “happiness, preference
satisfaction, welfare or a combination” (p. 638).

16

This comment of Bentham’s demonstrates he did not have a thorough understanding of Epicureanism.
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When Bentham (1789) discussed pleasures and pains he identified two categories: simple
pleasures, such as pleasures of riches and good reputation, and simple pains, such as pains of
dishonour. These two categories may be further broken down into four classes of pleasures
and pain; physical; moral; political and religious. It is the knowledge of these classes of
pains and pleasures, upon which legislation should be based – “the sole object of the
legislator is to increase pleasure and to prevent pains; and for this purpose he ought to be well
acquainted with their respective values” (Bentham 1789, p. 27).

According to the principle of utility, in every branch of the art of legislation, the object or end
in view should be the production of the maximum happiness in a given time in the
community in question (Bentham cited in Bowring 1843b). This idea could be considered
consistent with the ideological move in society in which greater levels of reporting equate to
greater transparency which implies better accountability.

Greater transparency and

accountability leads to a more informed society. In relation to the public sector, society can
assess the performance, operational and managerial, of the government and the public service
and in turn maximise their ‘happiness’ through demanding or implementing changes (ie.
through the ballet box) where necessary.

The following section discusses Bentham’s ideas on surveillance and the possible roles of
surveillance in society and the use of surveillance in the public sector.

Encouraging Accountability
To encourage and increase the accountability of individuals Bentham discussed the use of his
brother’s (Samuel Bentham: 1757 – 1831) design of the Panopticon or InspectionArchitecture principle (Gallhofer & Haslam 1994a) in a variety of different settings. The
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basic idea behind the Panopticon is that the desired behaviour of individuals can be
internalised through a system of possible continuous surveillance. Jeremy (cited in Bowring
1843c) spent considerable time describing, championing and promoting the value of the
panopticon in a variety of environments including prisons, institutions for the mentally ill as
well as, schools. In his view:
“… the more constantly the persons to be inspected are under the eye of the person
who should inspect them, the more-perfectly will the purpose of the establishment
have been attained. Ideal perfection, if that were the object, would require that each
person should actually be in that predicament, during every instant of time. This
being impossible, the next thing to be wished for is, that, at every instant, seeing
reason to believe as much, and not being able to satisfy himself to the contrary, he
conceive himself to be so” (Bentham cited in Bowring 1843c, p. 40).

The value of the panopticon principle is that individuals are under a “constantly visible but
unverifiable gaze” (Macintosh 1994, p. 228). This view is consistent with Bentham’s view of
the objectives of surveillance mechanisms “the persons to be inspected should always feel
themselves as if under inspection, at least as standing a great chance of being so” (Bentham
cited in Bowring 1843c, p. 44).

A current example of panoptic surveillance in the public sector in action is through the roles
of parliamentary committees where key components of the government’s business and policy
delivery are scrutinised (APH 2001).

For example in Australia the Federal Parliament

through the Senate sends the Appropriation Bills to one of eight Senate Legislation
Committees for review. These committees are public committees which means members of
the public are allowed to attend the committee hearings. To further increase the surveillance
of these hearings the proceedings are streamed live via the internet17. The final component of
surveillance of these committee hearings is that official transcripts of these, and all other
public committee hearings and parliamentary debates, are made widely and freely available
17

Details of how to access live streams of hearings can be found at http://webcast.aph.gov.au/livebroadcasting/
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on Parliament’s website. In the UK, Canada, New Zealand and Australia these official
transcripts are referred to as Hansard documents which are the verbatim reports, transcripts,
of parliamentary proceedings (Parliament of Australia 2011; Hansard Association of Canada
2011; New Zealand Parliament 2011; and Parliament UK 2011).

Another area of Bentham’s work which contributes to his discussion on surveillance is
“forms of publicity – such as … official reports of parliamentary activity – [which] can
facilitate greater openness and transparency in society” (Gallhofer & Haslam 2003, p. 32).
“I will then require him to disclose, and even to print and publish his accounts, the
whole process and detail of his management, … on pain of forfeiture or other
adequate punishment, to publish these accounts, and that upon oath” (Bentham cited
in Bowring 1843b, p. 48).

Following on from the earlier example of the Senate Legislation Committees the committee
members, Senators, have several sources from which to draw information to scrutinise the
Budget Estimates and to formulate questions for the government organisation’s officers and
the responsible Minister. These include the public sector organisation’s Portfolio Budget
Statements (PBS), Annual Reports, reports completed and published by the Australian
National Audit Office (ANAO), corporate plans and other budget statements (Evans 2004;
Senate Brief 5, 2005). The keeping, publishing and accessibility of these reports are also a
function of the panopticon.

Bentham’s focus on the use of publicity, particularly in his work on the principles of
management, explicitly link “notions of publicity, public accountability and the functioning
democracy” (Gallhofer & Haslam 1994b, p. 433).

As mentioned earlier in this thesis,

Bentham placed significantly more importance on facts rather than opinions (Burns &Hart
1988; Gallhofer & Haslam 1994a; 1994b; Hume 1970) and accordingly Bentham’s
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preference for publicity was that it should be in the form of tabular-statements “the recording
of information under a determinate set of headings ... [which] would permit comparisons over
time or between different activities” (Hume 1970, p. 26). The tabular-statements reflected his
“near fetichistic obsession that accounts be uniform” (Gallhofer & Haslam 1994a, p. 247)
which in turn “would promote the development of better, more uniform and methodical
behaviour” (Gallhofer & Haslam 1994a, p. 248). The development of better, more uniform
and methodical behaviour is a consistent function of the Panopticon principle. The practice
of publicity “helped make visible people and activities” (Gallhofer & Haslam 1994a, p. 255)
and so hold them to account for their actions and performance in turn could result in the
modification of their behaviour to meet the expectations of those to who the reports are
prepared.

The following section will discuss the adoption and implementation of private sector
practices by the public sector which in recent times has been associated with the term New
Public Management.

Adopting Private Sector Practices
The adoption of private sector practices by the public sector is not a new occurrence. In the
first half of the nineteenth century the British government examined the possibility of
adopting one of the more significant private sector accounting practices, the double entry
system of accounting. Hume (1970, p.24) found that during “the late 1820’s and early
1830’s” there was much debate about “the extent to which the ‘mercantile system of doubleentry’ should be introduced in to the public accounts” (Hume 1970, p. 24). The move to
adopt the double entry system which was also referred to as ‘commercial’ or ‘Italian’ method
(Bentham cited in Bowring 1843a; Hume 1970) was an attempt by the British to improve the
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financial recording practices of the public sector. Initially it could be assumed Bentham
would be supportive of such a move, as surely the adoption of double entry accounting would
improve financial accountability and disclosure, making the performance of the public sector
more visible. However both he and his brother Samuel were strongly opposed to the move to
adopt double entry accounting in the public sector. Bentham’s initial discussion focused
around the introduction of the double entry – Italian method – which he explicitly described
as unsuitable because he believed it would actually reduce the transparency of the operations
of government:
“I protest on two grounds: - 1. That, instead of being conducive to, it is incompatible
… of rendering the state of accounts in question more effectually and extensively
understood. 2. That if introduced, it would of itself produce deterioration, to an
unfathomable degree, in a form of government which assuredly stands not in need of
any such change” (Bentham cited in Bowring 1843a, p. 383).

So not only was Bentham concerned about the adoption of the double entry method, he also
believed it would not improve the utility of the public sector and be of no real benefit to the
community. In addition Bentham was particularly passionate in his critique by suggesting the
consequences of changing to the double entry system:
“… whatsoever may be the advantage derivable from the [double entry] method,
never can it compensate for the evil inseparably attached to the unintelligibility of the
phraseology” (Bentham cited in Bowring 1843a, p. 383).

It was through the use of language that Bentham believed “the Italian mode conceals the
nature of transactions from many to whom the information would be of use, is a waste of time
and keeps non-professional eyes in darkness while not affording additional light for the
professional” (Gallhofer & Haslam 1994, p. 440).

Bentham’s interest in language is

discussed in more detail later in this chapter.
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The following section will review and discuss some of the financial reforms associated with
New Public Management and the value of Bentham’s work in assessing the value as well as
the impact of these reforms.

Bentham and New Public Management
It is important to acknowledge the value of the Benthams’ critique when reviewing the
ideological shift in today’s public sector to that of New Public Management (where the focus
is on business [private sector] values such as cost-effectiveness (Hood 1991, p. 15) and
operational rationality (Skalen 2004, p. 251). The shift to New Public Management attempts
to place the sector on a more business-like footing, fostering a more competitive environment
and shifting the culture in the public sector to one of managing for results (Boxall 1998;
Skalen 2004). This implies New Public Management may be associated with “the pursuit of
frugality … with an emphasis on cost cutting and doing more with less” (Hood 1991, pp. 1516). This view is consistent with Bentham’s ideas on public sector management.
“In every department of the public service, good management has two perfectly
distinguishable branches: the first peculiar to itself, being correspondent to the
particular nature of the service: the other common to it, with all the others – this
universally applying branch of good management is frugality. (Bentham cited in
Bowring 1843a, p. 28).

One recent financial reform, as discussed in Chapter 2, which is associated with New Public
Management has been the adoption and implementation of accrual accounting by the
Australian Federal Government as the method for identifying, recording and communicating
the financial activities of public sector organisations. In Australia the first full Federal
Budget developed on an accrual basis was for the financial year 1999-2000. The adoption by
the Australian Federal Government of accrual accounting was based on the assumption that
accrual budgets would [better] match the flows of economic benefits over particular periods
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to the flows of economic costs. Barton (1999) explains that accrual accounting has been
“undergoing progressive adaptation over the past 200 years or so to accommodate changes in
the business environment” (p. 31) and one of the reasons for its continued use is that it has
been able to meet the changing information needs of businesses. However the public sector
does not have the same information needs as the private sector so why adopt accrual
accounting. Is there really any value in recording and reporting on the level of depreciation, a
unique characteristic of accrual accounting, of government assets, especially when
government organisations receive the bulk of their funds from consolidated revenue? And
while terms such as “depreciation”, “revenue” and “expenses” are the same the meanings of
these terms are quite different in each sector (Newberry 2001). Would a public art gallery or
museum be considered a ‘better’ organisation because of the perceived strength of their
balance sheets due to the value of their assets as opposed to a public sector organisation that
focuses on the delivery of welfare support services and would only have minimal assets?
This argument is consistent with Bentham’s argument from two hundred years ago when the
British public service adopted double entry method of accounting where he explained that the
double-entry method would not make the accounts better understood but rather actually
produce the opposite effect by making the accounts only understandable by the people who
prepare the accounts (Bentham cited in Bowring 1843a).

One of the key outputs of the New Public Management reforms, such as accrual accounting,
is the increased focus on the performance of public sector organisations (Boxall 1998) and
the transparency of their operations and performance.

Under New Public Management

reforms the level and volume of reporting has increased and includes the publication of
general purpose financial reports: Balance Sheets / Statements of Financial Position; Income
Statements / Statements of Financial Performance; and Cash Flow Statements, as well as
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more management accounting type reports such as balanced scorecards and performance
audit reports. However, does this increase in reporting actually increase transparency or does
it hide or disguise the information required by the public behind a labyrinth of distracting
reports? Bentham was very clear about the need for the public sector to be transparent
however he was equally aware “that official publications were very prone to capture”
(Gallhofer & Haslam, 2003, p. 32). A current example is where some specific information on
government spending is considered to be Commercial-In-Confidence which means the public
sector organisation has determined that some information cannot be released publicly due to
commercial confidentiality issues. This is reflective of the more ‘business-like approach’ the
public sector has been adopting over the past few decades. A recent example18 was in
relation to the costs of leasing a ship by one of the government agencies for the purpose of
scientific research. Information on the cost of the lease could not be released as it was
considered to be Commercial-In-Confidence even though the public sector organisation was
using taxpayer funds to pay for the lease of the vessel. The government was unwilling to
disclose how much of taxpayers’ funds were being used for this purpose. It would appear in
this instance that the commercial interests took precedence over the public interest. This
leads to the question, does more public sector reporting associated with New Public
Management reforms actually increase transparency or does it provide government an
opportunity to capture the information for the benefit of other groups, such as industry, rather
than the community at large? This was a concern of Bentham’s as he argued that “publicity
[reporting] could help people make good decisions” (Gallhofer & Haslam 2003, p. 43) but
good decisions for who? Would withholding information due to Commercial-In-Confidence
allow people to make good decisions such as re-electing a government which is charged with
the stewardship of providing the required public services and goods? “Bentham advocated
18

Refer to pages 65 and 66 for an extract from a 2006 estimates hearing where discussion on this issue took
place.
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openness [transparency] to as many people as possible so that government would come to
operate in the general interest” (Gallhofer & Haslam 2003, p. 43), yet the adoption of private
sector practices does not necessarily result in increased public transparency.

The following section will outline the thoughts both Jeremy and Samuel Bentham had in
relation to one of the most fundamental and recognisable roles of accountants, book-keeping.

Book-keeping
Jeremy Bentham undertook a fairly extensive study of book-keeping over a period of 30
years (Hume 1970) where he included discussion in his works titled Tracts on Poor Laws and
Pauper Management, Chrestomathia and Constituitional Code (Bowring 1843d; Gallhofer &
Haslam 1994b; Hume 1970). His work indicated his belief in the importance of bookkeeping particularly in relation to public account keeping and how it contributes to ‘good
management’.
“Book-keeping in an establishment … besides being, in every case, an indispensable
basis to good management, it is in the present case an indispensable security for the
due discharge of the several obligations [accountability] (Bentham cited in Bowring
1843d, p. 391).

The focus on book-keeping by Bentham was identified as “a series of attempts to devise sets
of records that would provide such an account and that would throw light on the comparative
profitability of the different courses of action open to managers” (Hume 1970, p. 22).
Bentham explained that the system of book-keeping should be such that “management may
be conducted by the most ordinary hand” (Bentham cited in Bowring 1843d, p. 602) rather
than by “the ablest hand” (Bentham cited in Bowring 1843d, p. 602).

This suggests

Bentham, in relation to book-keeping, was more concerned about the quality and ease of use
of the system than the technical sophistication of the system. Gallhofer and Haslam (1994b)
explain that Bentham was concerned that the experts [accountants and book-keepers] would
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make the accounts “unnecessarily complex and technical” (p. 439) and therefore render
“accounts difficult to challenge or construct by all those outside the community of experts”
(p. 439). This concern is reflected in his dismay with the proposed introduction of the
Mercantile or Italian method of double entry book-keeping where he expressed the concern
“the technical language that has obtained currency among mercantile men, namely, that
employed in the Italian method of Book-Keeping, things are absurdly styled Debtors and
Creditors” (Bentham 1830a, p. 340). However, Parnell in his 1831 book Financial Reform
took the opposite view in that the system of book-keeping should be more technically
sophisticated, in the language and terms used, “if accounts were stated in the language
employed in ordinary discourse, the matter would swell to such a bulk, that before the result
could be obtained, the minds of writers and readers would be bewildered” (Parnell 1831, p.
173).

Parnell appears to address Bentham’s concerns by explaining that despite the

“technicalities of book-keeping ... the narration of each transaction is given in ordinary
language” (1831, p. 175). And thus, presumably, the narrations serve to make the bookkeeping system comprehensible to the layman.

The presentation and discussion of the differing views and roles of book-keeping between
Bentham and Parnell was also contributed to by Bentham’s brother Samuel. In 1830 Samuel,
who wrote a letter of over 90 pages, titled Financial Reform Scrutinized, to Parnell to present
a number of concerns he had with Parnell’s book. Bentham [Samuel] believed, similarly to
his brother, that:
“Clearness in the accounts relative to public expenditure, seems the more necessary,
as in order that the public may derive full benefit from them, it is essential that they
should be intelligible and instructive, to a number of persons who are not expected to
have acquired any accountant knowledge beyond that in use for their domestic
concerns” (Bentham 1830b, p. 39).
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The topic of book-keeping was of interest to both Benthams, but not their area of expertise, “I
am not an accountant by profession” (Bentham 1830b, p. 39).

Their main focus and

understanding of book-keeping was based around clarity, understandability and comparability
with the objectives of improving accountability and promoting better management
performance. The following section presents some discussion on Bentham’s thoughts on the
value, use and contribution of language in both promoting and distorting the transparency of
organisations’ performance. This section will also demonstrate the link between critical
discourse analysis and Bentham’s ideas on language, as well as the relevance of reflecting
Bentham’s thoughts when undertaking research using critical discourse analysis.

Bentham, language and Critical Discourse Analysis
Bentham had a keen interest on the (mis)use of language and how it could “obfuscate and
mystify the common place” (Martin 1997, p. 272). He believed language was a tool used by
some to exclude others as specific knowledge in a particular area was often required to make
sense of the terms used. For example terms used in double entry book-keeping such as debit
and credit excluded many for “whom the information would be of use [as well as being] a
waste of time and keeps non-professional eyes in darkness” (Gallhofer & Haslam 1994b, p.
440). This criticism of the language used and the adoption of the double entry system in the
early 1800’s in the British public sector is consistent with Fairclough's view that “critical
discourse analysis is especially concerned to make visible ideological struggles fought over
social change which are typically manifest in language” (Gallhofer, Haslam & Roper 2001, p.
122). Bentham’s criticism of the language used in the Italian method along with the language
associated with the social change and ideological struggles of the time, which is reflected in
the letters between the Benthams and Parnell, could be considered as an application of critical
discourse analysis by Bentham. Bentham, through his critique of the language of the Italian
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method, was trying to put forward some resistance to the dominance of those in power to
impose the adoption of this book-keeping method. In the process he was “trying to reform
accounting – to make it more open and generally useful” while at the same time
“question[ing] the need for an expert community misunderstood and unchallenged by the
general community” (Gallhofer & Haslam 1994b, p. 442). This questioning by Bentham is
consistent with a key tenet of critical accounting where Bentham was not just finding fault
with the Italian method, and the profession, “but to open it [book-keeping] up constructively
to its broader possibilities” (Gallhofer & Haslam 1994b, p. 437). Goldberg (1957 as cited in
Hume 1970 p. 21) explained that “Bentham’s criticism was directed at the terminology rather
than at the method then in vogue” and this view is consistent with Burns and Hart (1988) who
identified that Bentham’s interest in language was on sentences than on particular terms19 as
understanding of the meaning of the terms was based on how they were used in sentences.

The following section will outline briefly the Benthamite lens which will be used in the
analysis and review of the data, presented and discussed in Chapters 5 and 6.

Benthamite lens
Collins (1985) suggested that the “mental universe of Australian politics is essentially
Benthamite” (p. 148) due to a number of key features such as “federalism and cabinet
government [which] exhibit a utilitarian character” (Collins 1985, p. 152). The Benthamite
lens is a term used in this thesis where the research data is reviewed from a perspective based
on some of the work of Jeremy Bentham including the topics presented above. The first
component of the lens is based on a review of the research data where the focus is whether
the material presented contributes to utility or the interests of society. The second view is on
19

This raises another contradiction in Bentham’s writing as he is very concerned that terms such as debit and
credit created confusion and limited transparency while at other times he is not focused on individual words or
terms but “believed that the key to demystifying language was in making sentences rather than words, the unit
of analysis” (Martin 1997, p. 272).
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the promotion of accountability through reporting (publication) and management
performance with a focus on the notions of transparency and clarity. The third component of
the Benthamite lens is the implementation and adoption of private sector practices and how
they either contribute or detract from contributing to the discharge of Commonwealth public
sector financial accountability. The fourth component focuses on the language and the use of
language in the research data. This Benthamite lens will allow for an interesting and unique
approach in reviewing the research data.

The following sections will discuss the two political economy theories, theory of legitimation
and institutional theory, selected to be used in the analysis and review of the research data.

Theory of Legitimation
The theoretical framework of this thesis, as outlined at the beginning of this chapter, will
include an examination of the research data using the theory of legitimation. The theory of
legitimation is different to the more often cited and favoured theory of legitimacy theory
which attempts to explain why organisations and institutions, such as those in the public
sector, undertake or are required to undertake certain activities (Deegan 2006; Dillard, Rigsby
& Goodman 2004). Legitimacy theory asserts that organisations and institutions continually
work to ensure their activities are perceived externally as being ‘legitimate’ due to the notion
there is a social contract between society and the organisation or institution (Deegan 2006,
2007). The theory of legitimation is different as it focuses on the processes organisations and
institutions use to achieve legitimacy. Lindblom (1993) presents a clear explanation of the
difference between the terms legitimation and legitimacy with legitimation referring to “the
process that leads an organisation being adjudged legitimate”, and legitimacy as a status or
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condition (Deegan 2006, 2007; Lindblom 1993). Richardson defines legitimation as the
processes “which create and validate the normative order of society” (1987, p. 343) whereas
Wisman (1980) and Dirsmith (1986) suggest that legitimation is the process where social
knowledge and expectations explain and justify social behaviour and the changes of social
institutions [organisations].

Berger and Luckmann (1966) suggest that the process of

legitimation is a societal necessity of “keeping chaos at bay” (p.121) while Hopwood (1987)
[cited in Richardson 1987, p. 347] suggests legitimation is a “process of creating rationales
which give order to a chaotic array of actions arising out of the pragmatic problems facing
society”. Most of the literature neglects to define the subjects of legitimation as it seems to
be assumed organisations are the only ‘subject’ involved in legitimation, however Deephouse
and Suchman (2008) suggest “subjects of legitimation are those social entities [organisations
and institutions], structures, actions and ideas whose acceptability is being assessed” (2008,
p. 54). This identification of different subjects of legitimation is important for this thesis as
the research looks at organisations, institutions and the accountability and discharge of
accountability structures utilised by the relevant organisations and institutions.

Organisations will use different legitimating processes depending on whether the organisation
wants to build, maintain, extend or defend its legitimacy (Deephouse & Suchman 2008;
O’Donovan 2002; Suchman 1995). Deegan explains
“... that an organisation seeking to be legitimate it is not the actual conduct of the
organisation that is important, it is what society collectively knows or perceives about
the organisation’s conduct that shapes legitimacy” (2007, p.128).

Richardson (1987) explores how organisations present and explain their role and in turn their
conduct through semiotics, or communication based on codes (Richardson 1987) and signs
(Gaffikin 2008; Mautner 2005). Richardson also (1987) explains that legitimation processes
are attempts by organisations to establish a semiotic relationship between their actions and
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the values that society holds as appropriate. However, this relationship is generally not
consistent, because “no single symbol of legitimacy is likely to remain over time, either tied
closely enough to a particular area or restricted enough in reference to other symbols”
(Merelman 1966, p. 554). Merelman (1966) explains that new symbols of legitimacy
periodically need to be identified, because they lose their impact over time.

To cover the basic ontological spectrum, from realist to social-constructionist, Richardson
(1987) identifies three different perspectives of legitimation: structural-functionalist, socialconstructionist and hegemonic. The structural-functionalist perspective “presumes that both
values and actions are defined by the functions which must be performed for a social system
to survive” (Richardson 1987, p. 343); whereas the social-constructionist perspective
“regards values as emerging from interaction among members of society” (Richardson 1987,
p. 343). The hegemonic perspective, which involves dominance through non-coercive means,
regards “values as an aspect of elite ideologies” (Richardson 1987, p. 343), and therefore
should remain unquestioned (Rahaman, Lawrence & Roper 2004). The following section
discusses briefly each of these three perspectives of legitimation.

Structural-Functionalist Perspective
The first perspective of legitimation discussed by Richardson (1987) is the structuralfunctionalist perspective, which “views the link between action and values to be unique and
objective” (Buhr 1998, p. 165), where the stability of society is based on a system of
functions which must be performed (Richardson 1987).

The structural-functionalist

perspective of legitimation is founded on the assumption that reality is based on the notion
that “objects exist independently of our conception or perception of them” (Gaffikin 2008, p.
250). This assumption of reality leads to the acceptance that financial reports, symbols, are
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obligations “to perform certain socially valued acts” (Richardson 1987, p. 344) so as to gain
legitimacy in society in relation to the organisation’s operations and use of resources. Under
the structural-functionalist perspective, the financial performance reports of organisations
which in the public sector include Annual Reports and Portfolio Budget Statements are
considered to be “technical devices which capture and implement the functional values of a
given social system” (Richardson 1987, p. 345).

These financial management and

performance reports developed under the structural-functionalist perspective would then be
considered consistent across the sector and would result in organisations’ reports which are
comparable. This would be due to the reports and symbols used being based on an objective
reality, where individual interpretation is not required.

Social-Constructionist Perspective
The social-constructionist perspective of legitimation assumes reality is a continuous process
created through the medium of language, labels, actions and routines (Burrell & Morgan
1979; Morgan & Smircich, 1980). Deephouse and Suchman raise the idea that “legitimacy is
socially constructed and emerges out of the subject’s relation to other rules, laws, norms,
values, and cognitive frameworks in a larger social system” (2008, p. 54). Richardson (1987)
explains that the “social-constructionist perspective regards values as emerging from
interaction among members of society” (p. 343), rather than independently of society. In
determining the appropriate values, professionals as individuals and in collective groups are
regarded as significant, because they are viewed as experts. Through the knowledge and
expertise of these professionals, society is able to “construct its social reality” (Richardson
1987, p. 348). Boland and Pondy (1983) identified that groups of people who are considered
experts and professionals in a particular field construct their social reality through symbolic
interaction, and in turn “give meaning to their ongoing stream of experience” (p. 223). The
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construction of reality by these experts and professionals is consistent with normative
isomorphic pressures which will be discussed later in this chapter in the section on
Institutional Theory.

The social-constructionist perspective sees the social world as an emergent social process
which is created by the individuals concerned. Social reality, insofar as it is recognised to
have any existence outside the consciousness of any single individual, is regarded as being
little more than a network of assumptions and inter-subjectively shared meanings (Burrell &
Morgan, 1979). Richardson (1987) explains that under the social-constructionist perspective,
the symbols used by organisations in the legitimation process reflect the attributes of social
reality. Through the publication of their financial management and performance reports,
including Annual Reports and Portfolio Budget Statements, public sector organisations
construct an image they wish to portray and have accepted by society. The use of generally
accepted terms such as Statement of Financial Position, Statement of Financial Performance
and Cash Flow Statement constructs a reality that the organisations are meeting their
reporting and disclosure obligations, even if the actual reports do not actually provide
transparent information about their financial performance and management.

Hegemonic Perspective
The third legitimation perspective discussed by Richardson (1987) is the hegemonic
perspective, where a relationship established between different groups in society is based on
the premise that one group is dominant of others.

This domination is achieved not

necessarily by coercion, but usually through consent to ideological leadership (Richardson
1987; Yee 2009), or what “Gramsci called ‘intellectual and moral leadership’” (Yee 2009, p.
76).

The dominant group exercises its power over the subordinate groups through
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“ideological domination” (Gaffikin 2008, p. 246), and this domination may be achieved
either by consent or, less likely these days, by coercion (Richardson 1987). In relation to
financial management and performance reporting, media releases and snap shot summaries
provided by organisations, either in hardcopy or on their web sites, could be seen as a
response to hegemony by consent; whereas such reports required by regulation, either
industry or state, would be an example of hegemony by coercive domination. Richardson
(1987) explains that hegemony allows an understanding of the structures that reflect “the
economic and social systems in which they are embedded” (Richardson 1987, p. 419), and
this in turn allows the dominant group to create a dominant concept of reality (Yee 2009).
This model of reality allows the dominant group to determine the required reporting
structures that maintain this reality, and as such, directs the form of legitimation processes.
The rhetoric of the dominant group establishes the required reporting structures and
conditions, such as the rhetoric on the independence of the verifiers of the adequacy of the
financial management and performance reports of public sector organisations who are not
part of the dominant group. Richardson (1987) outlines that “intellectuals are the most
important legitimating institution in maintaining hegemony… their rhetoric of independence
serves to legitimate the world view supported by [the dominant] group” (p. 350). This role of
intellectuals is similar to the role of professionals and professional groups under the socialconstructionist perspective.

The hegemonic perspective is based on the requirements of the dominant group in society,
and the dominant group creates a conception of reality. Therefore, should a change occur in
the dominant group, either through the rise of another group or a change within the dominant
group, the dominant concept of reality may also change. When a shift in the accepted
concept of reality occurs, legitimation processes may also change, due to different structural
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requirements. The role of professionals, particularly accountants, in relation to financial
management and performance reporting in the hegemonic perspective is to channel and
amplify the power of the dominant group and to implement its preferred structures to reflect
the group’s conception of reality.

This is consistent with Yee’s findings, that “any

professional occupation is inextricably linked to the kind of society in which it operates — to
its political and economic environments, its social structure, as well as its cultural norms”
(2009, p. 88).

The following section will outline and discuss the final component of the theoretical
framework of this thesis, institutional theory. This discussion flows on from the above
discussion on legitimation and legitimacy as “legitimacy is a central concept in organisational
institutionalism” (Deephouse & Suchman 2008, p. 49). The following section will also link
various components of the theoretical framework and allow for the conclusion to be drawn
that this theoretical framework is an appropriate framework when evaluating the contribution
of different processes in public sector financial accountability.

Institutional Theory
Institutional theory attempts to explain how organisations react to socially rationalised
concepts on the practices, procedures and structures of what is considered to be of ‘proper’
organisations (Boxenbaum & Jonsson 2008). Dillard et al define institutional theory as “a
way of thinking about formal organisation structures and the nature of the historically
grounded social processes through which these structures develop” (2004, p. 508). The social
process which organisations develop, sometimes termed institutionalisation, is where
“individuals come to accept a shared definition of social reality … as defining the ‘way
things are’ and/or ‘way things are to be done” (Scott 1987, p. 496). This explanation is
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consistent with Meyer and Rowan’s (1977) view on institutionalisation as the “processes by
which social processes, obligations, or actualities come to take on a rulelike status in social
thought and action” (p. 341). It has been suggested that institutionalisation would lead to
organisational stability (DiMaggio & Powell 1983; Scott 1987) as well as lead to more
efficient and effective organisational processes (Meyer & Rowan 1977). This fits with the
stabilising influences of rationalised concepts (Jonsson & Lundin 1977; Modell 2004).

The rationalised concepts, a key component of institutional theory, have been referred to over
the past few decades as rationalised myths (Boxenbaum & Jonsson 2008; Meyer & Rowan,
1977; Suchman 1995; Zucker 1987). Myths are usually considered to be fables or fictional
inventions (Chambers 1980; Eliade 1963) created by man, which are non-rational (Day
1984), in an attempt to “explain or make understandable some object or objects of
experience” (Chambers 1980, p. 168). Indeed for rationalists a myth is considered suprarational [beyond reason] (Day 1984). However, both Eliade (1963) and Day (1984) suggest
that a myth is created and maintains its position in society because it plays a part in social
stability. This role is created as “myth is intrinsic to the past and present cultures and
societies” (Rudkin 2007, p. 14). In relation to organisations, Jonsson and Lundin (1977)
explain that organisational myths serve an important role in creating some shared identity and
any questioning of established myths actually reinforces the myth and increases
organisational stability (Modell 2004), while Meyer (1983), suggests myths “help hold the
organisation together with their justifications … and they legitimate the organisation with
controlling external environment” (p. 235).

Consistent with the notion that institutionalisation is a ‘rational’ response, one of the key
outcomes of institutionalisation is a homogeneous organisational structure (DiMaggio &
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Powell 1983). The homogeneous organisational structure of today is a bureaucracy which is
the “manifestation of the process of rationalisation” (Wrong 1970, p. 32). In bureaucracies
organisational tasks are distributed among various positions as official duties and the
positions or offices are organised into a hierarchical authority structure (Wrong 1977). Along
with the distribution of tasks to positions, rather than persons, authority is also vested in
positions (MacIntosh 1994).

The development of a bureaucratic organisational structure was identified by Weber
(Tompkins 2005) as a rational response to the need for organisational control based on
technical expertise which is to be exercised in accordance with carefully defined rules
(Tompkins 2005, p. 43). Tompkins explains that while Weber’s purpose was to isolate the
structural elements, characteristics, of a form of administration that was superior to other
forms of administration he did not consider elements such as politics and human emotions as
they are irrational characteristics (2005). This focus on what is rational is supported by
Weber’s identification of three types of authority [legitimacy] charismatic, traditional and
rational-legal with rational-legal authority the preferred authority as it rests on the belief in
reason as a means to ordinary social relationships (Tompkins 2005). The distinctive basis of
legitimacy in the bureaucracy, as identified by Weber, is the rational-legal type of authority
(Wrong, 1970). This view is reinforced by Meyer and Rowan who state
“Bureaucratisation is caused in part by the proliferation of rationalised myths in
society, and this in turn involves the evolution of the whole modern institutional
system” (1977, p. 347).

The process of homogenisation, including the development and acceptance of bureaucracies
as the preferred form of organisational administration, is explained by the concept of
isomorphism (DiMaggio & Powell 1983). Isomorphism as defined by Hawley (1968) cited
in DiMaggio and Powell (1983) “is a constraining force that forces one unit in a population to
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resemble other units that face the same set of environmental conditions” (p. 148). Dillard et
al (2004) simply define isomorphism as the “adaptation of an institutional practice by an
organisation” (p. 509). Boxenbaum and Jonsson (2008) found that “early organizational
theorists pointed out that organizations that share the same environment tend to take on forms
as efficiency-seeking organizations seek the optimal fit with their environment” (p. 78).

DiMaggio and Powell (1983) identified two types of isomorphism; competitive and
institutional where competitive isomorphism refers to the impact of market forces and
institutional isomorphism refers to the impact of organisations including government
institutions and professional bodies.

Boxenbaum and Jonsson explain institutional

isomorphism results when organisations “adapt not only to technical pressures but also to
what they believe society expects of them” (2008, p. 78) and this explanation led to their
proposal that “organizations became similar ... through [the] adaption to a socially
constructed environment” (2008, p. 80). The discussion in this thesis will focus primarily on
institutional isomorphism as it is more relevant in this study as the research topic is public
sector financial accountability.

Institutional isomorphism is typically explained by three different mechanisms, coercive
isomorphism, mimetic isomorphism and normative isomorphism (Boxenbaum & Jonsson
2008; Dillard et al 2004; DiMaggio & Powell 1983; Pollitt 2001; Scott 1987).

Coercive isomorphism results from both formal and informal pressures exerted on
organisations by other organisations upon which they are dependent and by cultural
expectations in the society within which these organisations operate (Dillard et al 2004;
DiMaggio & Powell 1983). In relation to the public sector “coercive pressures result from
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power relationships and politics ... [and] are not only by fiat but can also result from resource
dependence” (Boxenbaum & Jonsson 2008, p. 80). As Pollitt (2001) explains, coercive
isomorphism occurs when pressure to adopt a particular form comes from other organisations
which can exercise power over the subject organisation. (p. 937).

This mechanism is

supported by van Helden and Tillema (2005) who state that institutional theory focuses on
conformist behaviour. In the Commonwealth public sector the main organisations that apply
coercive pressure, besides the Government and Parliament, are the three central agencies, the
Departments of Finance and Deregulation, Treasury, and Prime Minister and Cabinet. These
central agencies direct many of the processes and policies required to be implemented by
other government organisations.

For example accrual accounting was promoted and

implemented via the, then, Department of Finance and Administration (DOFA).

Mimetic isomorphism occurs when, under conditions of significant uncertainty (Boxenbaum
& Jonsson 2008), the safest organisational strategy appears to be to copy whatever is in
fashion with organisations which are perceived as ‘modern’ or ‘successful’ (Pollitt 2001).
Mimetic isomorphism is a process that takes place when an organisation attempts to imitate a
more successful organisation, a process that is often due to the uncertainty and lack of
guidance in its own environment (Boxenbaum & Jonsson 2008; Dillard et al 2004; DiMaggio
& Powell 1983). This view is supported by Oliver (1991) who explains that it is expected
organisations will conform to certain practices when the practices are validated externally by
other organisations. In the Commonwealth public sector many organisations attend joint
workshops and meetings such as the Chief Financial Officer (CFO) forum which are held by
the Department of Finance and Deregulation.

At these meetings they discuss their

experiences and ideas on financial matters such as financial management and reporting and
from these discussions some organisations may decide to copy the processes adopted in other
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organisations that are seen to be more successful or influential (Boxenbaum & Jonsson 2008).
Also sometimes new processes are trialled or piloted by different organisations. When the
findings of successful trials and pilots are made available, organisations in weaker positions
may opt to copy and implement the new processes. For example the now abandoned output
pricing reviews20 conducted by DOFA resulted in a number of government organisations
developing and implementing their own output pricing reviews. This example of mimetic
isomorphism is reflective of Bentham’s concern “in promoting uniformity was that the
management of more successful units of administration, such as poor-houses in the case of
his poor-house management scheme, might be taken in each instance as a model to be
generally replicated (Gallhofer & Haslam 1994a; Hume 1970).

Normative isomorphism results from the adoption of ‘proper’ or ‘prosocial logical’ processes
(Deephouse & Suchman 2008; Suchman 1995) which are often associated with the
professions as professionals, for example accountants, have “similar education and training
[which] instil similar professional values of what is proper” (Boxenbaum & Jonsson 2008, p.
80). This view is consistent with Pollitt (2001) who suggested professional staff undergo
relatively uniform training, and then carry the ideas they have picked-up to the many
organisations which employ them. This isomorphic mechanism is based in the “collective
struggle of members” of an occupation to define conditions and methods of work (Dillard et
al 2004; DiMaggio & Powell 1983). For example accountants in the public sector are
encouraged, supported and rewarded for undertaking the professional programs of the CPA
Australia, the Institute of Chartered Accountants or the Institute of Public Accountants21.
The skills these professional accountants bring into an organisation is an example of the

20

Pricing reviews help the Government and its agencies to understand and agree on the optimal choice of the
quality, quantity and price of outputs for the agency's contribution to Government outcomes (DOFA 2001).
21
The National Institute of Accountants changed its name to Institute of Public Accountants in early 2011 (IPA
2011).

Page 127

impact of normative isomorphism. This impact from professional accountants within an
organisation supports Zucker’s suggestion that organisations are influenced by normative
pressures sometimes arising from within the organisation itself (1987).

The following figure provides a basic outline of institutional theory used to identify and
explore legitimation processes and drivers of isomorphic pressures in the public sector. In
this figure the recent public sector financial reforms of Accrual Accounting and the
Outcomes and Outputs framework are provided as examples of rationalised myths. The
examples of the drivers of, or the actors championing [for society], the isomorphic
mechanisms are Central Agencies (Coercive); other public sector organisations (Mimetic)
and professional bodies (Normative) are not exhaustive.

Figure 3. Institutional Theory – Federal Public Sector
Rationalised
Myths

Isomorphic
mechanisms

Accrual Accounting
Outcomes and outputs
framework

Coercive

Central agencies

Mimetic

Other organisations

Normative

Professional bodies

Legitimacy
Gained, maintained, repaired or defended
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In addition to the above examples of actors who apply pressure which may result in
isomorphic processes Oliver (1991) and Scott (1987) suggest that interest groups and public
opinion also exert pressure and hold certain expectations on public sector organisations
(Oliver 1991; Scott 1987).

To address the isomorphic pressures public sector organisations may adopt one or a mixture
of five types of strategic responses: acquiescence, compromise, avoidance, defiance and
manipulation (Oliver 1991).

The selection by an organisation of a particular strategic

response will be based on a number of variables such as the nature and influence of the
organisation and its senior management and the level of support from other organisations. In
addition to these strategic responses there are two mechanisms, decoupling and the logic of
confidence, that organisations can and do use in response to isomorphic pressures
(Boxenbaum & Jonsson 2008; Meyer & Rowan 1977).

Decoupling, defined as the process of un-coupling the structural elements of different parts of
the organisation in response to institutional pressures to comply with inconsistent norms
(Brignall & Modell 2000; Boxenbaum & Jonsson 2008; Meyer & Rowan 1977), is evident in
many organisations and is due to the significant differences between the formal structure of
an organisation and its actual day-to-day work activities (Meyer & Rowan 1977). Quite often
an organisation will portray externally a particular structure while the actual processes and
practices will, informally, differ. When organisational goals are ambiguous it is not too
difficult for an organisation to decouple its actual practices from its formal structure. A good
public sector example is the often ambiguous outcomes of government agencies.

For

example Outcome 1 of Department of Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts:
“The conservation and protection of Australia’s terrestrial and marine biodiversity and
ecosystems through supporting research, developing information, supporting natural
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resource management, regulating matters of national environmental significance and
managing Commonwealth protected areas” (DEWHA 2010a, p. 9).
is relatively ambiguous and on the surface it would be difficult to establish whether or not
such an outcome could ever be determined to have been (or be in the process of being)
achieved. How do you evaluate the adequate achievement of ‘supporting research’ and
‘developing information’? Decoupling is sometimes formally identified in an organisation as
matrix management, where positions report to different managers depending on the nature of
particular tasks, as the lines of accountability in this management structure are also
considered ambiguous. It is possible to conclude matrix management is also a rationalised
myth however further discussion on this area of organisational structure and operations is
outside the parameters of this thesis.

It is important to note that decoupling is not a mechanism to hide dishonest practices but
rather it is seen as an attempt to maintain some rough equilibrium between inconsistent norms
(Brignall & Modell 2000). For example the Department of Environment, Water, Heritage
and the Arts is subject to coercive pressures from various institutions and organisations such
as the government and the central agencies as well as mimetic and normative pressures. By
keeping the Outcome Statement relatively ambiguous the Department can maintain
standardised, legitimating, formal structures while their activities vary in response to practical
considerations (Meyer & Rowan 1977).

Indeed goal ambiguity is one mechanism for

absorbing uncertainty while preserving the formal structure of the organisation.

Like decoupling, logic of confidence, “the confidence and good faith of their internal
participants and their external constituents” while appearing to result in a lack of control and
coordination does not result in anarchies (Meyer & Rowan 1977), rather it contributes to
generating confidence both within and external to the organisation. Boxenbaum and Jonsson
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(2008) suggest organisations which decouple need to rely on the logic of confidence to
“avoid close inspection or else they are exposed as frauds” (p. 81).

Institutional Pressures and New Public Management
The adoption of private sector practices, termed New Public Management (NPM) as
discussed earlier in this thesis, in the public sector may be seen as a reaction to institutional
pressures on public sector organisations to legitimise themselves within society and not as an
attempt to improve efficiency, effectiveness and performance, which are the apparent
objectives of NPM in the public sector (Hoque 2005). As suggested by Funnell and Cooper
(1998) “the arrival of the new public management has been possible … because of the
challenging strengths of the private sector” (p. 84).

Hood suggested that NPM has been developed “couched in economic rationalism” (1995, p.
94) and the acceptance and implementation of NPM based reforms by public sector
organisations could be considered as a rational response. The adoption and implementation of
Accrual Accounting and the development of the Outcome and Output Framework, as
discussed in Chapter 2, may be considered to be rational responses of the Commonwealth
public sector to societal expectations of being more efficient and effective by adopting
private sector business practices and focus. Both Accrual Accounting and the Outcome and
Output Framework are rational responses linked to the institutional pressures exerted on
public sector organisations that result in these organisations changing and adopting the
private sector processes. That is, the increased focus on financial reporting and management
in the Commonwealth public sector may be explained by the process of institutionalisation “a
political process and reflects the relative power of the organized interests and actors who
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mobilize them” (Colvaleski, Dirsmith & Michelman 1993, p. 66). DiMaggio and Powell
(1983) suggest that institutionalisation is a ‘rational’ response of an organisation which
implies the move towards a NPM environment and the adoption of the corresponding reforms
could be considered a ‘rational’ response of the public sector organisation.

There is an underlying notion that there is a social contract between society and the
organisation (Ball & Grubnic 2007; Deegan, 2006, 2007). The NPM based reforms and
processes which public sector organisations undertake to gain legitimacy, which is a status
organisations strive to achieve, maintain or mend, is defined as legitimation (O’Donovan
2002). The institutional pressure applied by the adoption and implementation of Accrual
Accounting and corresponding reporting requirements of the FMA Act 1997 and the CAC Act
1997 (refer Chapter 2) could be seen as an attempt by the Parliament to ensure the activities
of Commonwealth government organisations, are perceived externally as being legitimate
(Deegan, 2006; Dillard et al 2004). This is consistent with Zucker’s (1987) suggestion that
“coercive pressure is central to state legitimation” (p. 444). This suggestion is consistent with
Boxall’s explanation that the main objectives of many of the reforms is the encouragement of
a culture of performance and making the public sector more responsive to the needs of
government (1998). At the time Boxall made this comment he was the Secretary (equivalent
to the CEO of a private sector organisation) of the Department of Finance and Administration
(DOFA) which is one of the three central Commonwealth agencies. The disclosure by
Government organisations of their financial performance and management on an accrual
basis in Annual Reports and Portfolio Budget Statements is an example of these organisations
reacting positively to their operating environment and in-turn legitimises their actions and
position in society (Guthrie & Parker 1989). Scott (1987) and Dillard et al (2004) both
suggest that organisations and institutions will conform to institutional beliefs [rationality]
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such as increased financial performance and management reporting, because they are
rewarded for doing so through increased legitimacy. This supports the view that if increased
formal reporting of Commonwealth government organisations is considered rational then
compliance with FMA Act 1997 and CAC Act 1997 requirements should result in a greater
level of legitimacy in society. This would also be consistent with Dowling and Pfeffer’s
(1975) view that legitimacy can be assessed by an examination of the values and norms
prevalent in a society.

Conclusion
This chapter has introduced the theoretical framework upon which the research data will be
examined in addressing the research questions presented in Chapter 1. The context in which
the theoretical framework is based was introduced in Chapters 1 and 2. As mentioned in the
introduction to this chapter the theoretical framework used in this thesis is based on the key
components of two political economy theories, the theory of legitimation and institutional
theory. This framework is influenced through a reflection on some of the ideas on public
administration, bookkeeping and reporting presented in the work of the 18th social and
political reformer Jeremy Bentham.

The key theme of this theoretical framework is legitimation which refers to the processes an
organisation undertakes to justify to peers and society its “right to exist” (Maurer 1971, p.
361 cited in Suchman 1995, p. 573) that is, its legitimacy. This is consistent with Lindblom
(1993) who explained legitimacy is “a condition or status which exists when an entity’s value
system is congruent with the value system of the larger social system of which the entity is a
part” (p. 2).
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The two theories presented in this chapter, the theory of legitimation and institutional theory,
are closely aligned and overlap. Legitimacy is the goal of legitimation and “is central to
institutional theory” (Deegan 2006, p. 293). Often the outcome of an organisation modifying
its structure based on isomorphic mechanisms (key components of institutional theory)
results in an organisation with greater legitimacy within the environment and society in
which it operates. Scott (1987) and Meyer and Rowan (1977) builds on this notion by
concluding that organisations conform to institutional beliefs because they are rewarded for
doing so through increased legitimacy.

A key component of this chapter was a review of some of Bentham’s work which was used to
construct a Benthamite lens through which the research data will be reviewed.

The

Benthamite lens is shaped by some of Bentham’s thoughts: on public interest; the use of
reporting to promote accountability and review management performance; the move towards
adopting private sector practices in the public sector; and the (mis)use of language. It is
through the discussion of Bentham’s thoughts on the (mis)use of language that a clear link is
demonstrated between Bentham’s work and critical discourse analysis which is one of the
research methods used in this study. While undertaking this review of Bentham’s work a
number of limitations were identified including the apparent contradictions within his body of
work and the liberties taken by Bowering while arranging and publishing Bentham’s work.
The acknowledgement of these limitations allows for a fuller understanding and appreciation
of Bentham’s work and it contribution to public administration.

The next chapter presents the results of the data collected through the use of the research
methods content analysis and thematic analysis, as discussed in Chapter 3, to contribute to
addressing the two research questions upon which this thesis is based.
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Chapter 5 – Content Analysis and Thematic Analysis

Introduction
This chapter will outline and discuss the application of content analysis and thematic analysis
in examining the research data. This examination will contribute to the identification and
selection of extracts from the research data which will be analysed using Critical Discourse
Analysis (CDA) to address the two research questions outlined in Chapter 1. The primary
source of the data in this research is the Hansard transcripts of the budget estimates hearings
of the Senate Legislation Committee on Environment and Communications22. The time
period of these Hansards is from 2001-02 through to 2007-08. As outlined in Chapter 1 this
time period was chosen as it encompassed a period of relative government stability where
government was held by the same political party, the Liberal National Party Coalition. This
time period includes three Federal elections, November 2001, October 2004 and November
2007 and was soon after the Commonwealth moved in 1999-2000 to “full accrual budgeting
and reporting framework” (Fahey 2000, p. 2). This allowed for some consistency in the
actors in the Hansard discussions as well as consistency in the ideology shaping the
discussions which is an important aspect when considering the context of the estimates
hearings. The Hansards used in this study are from the Senate Legislation Committee on
Environment and Communications estimates hearings for the Budget and do not include the
hearings on Additional Estimates hearings nor the Supplementary Budget Estimates hearings.
The focus of this study is on the Hansards directly related to the budget estimates of the
Australian Antarctic Division (AAD), a Division of the Commonwealth Department of
22

Prior to September 2010, this committee was called the Senate Legislation Committee on Environment,
Communications and the Arts and prior to February 2008, it was called the Senate Legislation Committee on
Environment, Communications, Information Technology and the Arts.
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Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities23 (DSEWPC), and the
budget estimates of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority (GBRMPA) which is an
Australian Government Statutory Authority. Both the AAD and the GBRMPA are part of the
Australian Federal Government Portfolio of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population
and Communities. More details on these government organisations are provided earlier in
this thesis in Chapter 1.

This chapter will be divided into three separate sections. The first section will be based on
the application of content analysis on the selected Hansards for AAD and GBRMPA to
extract the data associated with three key themes (Measures and Budget, Policy and
General). The second section will be based on the application of content analysis on the data
with a focus on the nature and direction of questions asked and information sought by the
participants in these estimates hearings. The third and final section of this chapter will be
based on thematic analysis which focuses on the identification of specific topics raised and
discussed during the hearings. These topics will be grouped under the three key themes of
Measures and Budget, Policy and General. Each of these sections will contain the material
from which findings and interpretations, to be discussed in later chapters, will be used to
specifically address the two research questions.

The material in this chapter is derived and presented very mechanically and results in
primarily, especially the content analysis section, quantitative data. However while this may
appear initially to be contradictory to the ontological and epistemological assumptions
presented in Chapter 3, the use of the research methods content analysis and thematic

23

Prior to September 2010 this Department was known as the Department of the Environment, Water, Heritage
and the Arts (DEWHA).
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analysis is to support the identification of the texts upon which the critical discourse analysis,
presented and discussed in Chapter 6, is based.

Introduction to Content Analysis
As outlined in Chapter 3 Content Analysis is a coding technique of text (Hackston & Milne
1996) used to enable the analysis of the text (Harwood & Garry 2003; Krippendorff 2004) for
the purpose of drawing inferences in relation to the context in which the text is produced
(Beck, Campbell & Shrives 2010; Krippendorff 2004). In this thesis the text is the Hansards
of the budget estimates hearings on AAD and GBRMPA during the period 2001-02 to 200708. The context of the selected Hansards is based on the environment in which the text was
created as well as the individuals who have access to participate the creation of the text.
Further detailed discussion on context is provided in Chapter 6 as context is one of the
fundamental considerations when undertaking Critical Discourse Analysis.

To enable

appropriate and meaningful coding in the application of content analysis the text needs to be
grouped into a number of classifications or categories. The following section outlines the
coding categories applied in this study.

Data Groupings
The data has been coded and grouped into three distinct categories: Instances; Number of
words; and Average number of words per instance. These groupings allow the opportunity to
review, compare and contrast the issues raised during the estimates hearings as well as the
performance of the participants in these hearings of the Senate Legislation Committee on
Environment and Communications. The data grouping Instances is based on the number of
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occurrences which happen during the budget estimates hearings. This data grouping is
similar to that used by many studies using Content Analysis, where the data coded are the
actual sentences in a piece of text (for example see Hackston & Milne 1996). However, as
will be shown later in this chapter, the grouping Instances is different and more appropriate
as a data grouping when coding and analysing Hansard extracts. The basic assumption for
the text to be coded as an instance is for each piece of text in the Hansard which can be
attributed to one individual at one point in time. The major difference in using the grouping
Instances over sentences is that more than one sentence may be in the text coded as an
Instance. The Instances to be coded include all the questions asked during the hearings, the
responses to the questions and any statements delivered by any of the participants.

Content Analysis (Part 1) Results
The selected Hansards of the GBRMPA and AAD was initially coded into six different
categories, Measures; Budget; Policy; Service Delivery; Administration; Appropriation; and
General. Each one of these categories were considered unique and sufficiently different and
each are appropriate categories for material raised and discussed during an estimates hearing.
However, soon after the coding began it was apparent that there were far too many overlaps
between the categories to meaningfully code the data. The overlaps were due to the fact that
many of the instances included in the selected Hansards could be adequately coded under a
number of categories. To resolve this issue the six categories were condensed to the three
discrete categories Measures and Budget; Policy; and General which removed the overlap
issue.
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The category Measures and Budget includes all discussion on the operations of and funding
(both departmental and administrative) for the AAD and GBRMPA as well as discussion on
service delivery and government agreed programmes. This category is generally expected to
include the largest component of the Hansard as the primary objective of the Senate
Legislation Committee estimates hearings is to review the budget estimates of government
organisations, including government departments, agencies and statutory authorities, and
report back to the Senate on the findings of the review. The following is an example of the
type of discussion categorised as Measure and Budget:
Senator WONG—So how long has provision for this $69-odd million been in the
forward estimates?
Mr Beale—I am not sure when it was inserted, whether it was last year or earlier.
Senator WONG—So it is not really new funding?
Mr Beale—It is new funding. Until the government decides to actually provide that
funding, we have no authorisation to seek it. But the Department of Finance,
anticipating that this pressure would be met, had built it already into the forward
estimates for future planning purposes. If they think it is probable but less likely, there
are usually funds provided in the contingency area of the budget for meeting
emerging pressures.
The focus of this extract from the 2003-04 AAD estimates Hansard is on the future funding
requirements of the AAD often referred to as Forward Estimates.

The second category, Policy, includes all discussion and debate based on policy issues. This
category is quite discrete from the Measures and Budget category in that the discussions are
based on the development and assessment of policy and political ideology. These discussions
are generally considered to be outside the authority and responsibility of the public servants
and involvement in these discussions would be in conflict with their apolitical roles. To
address this concern the Chairs of the Senate Legislation Committees when reviewing the
budget estimates include in their opening of the hearings a statement which explains that the
public servants will not be asked to express an opinion on matters of policy. The following is
an example of discussion which would be categorised as Policy:
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Senator BROWN—But these are not complex legalities really. It is a political
question of the Australian government approaching New Zealand, the United States,
China, Germany and the other signatories to move forward for listing on the World
Heritage List of this prized natural realm on the face of the planet. Is there any
impediment to the Australian government starting that process?
Dr Press—That is a political question. I will refer that to you, Minister.
Senator Ian Campbell—My advice is that it is unlikely to achieve a result.
Senator BROWN—Will the government try?
Senator Ian Campbell—I think the government has made soundings on this in the
past and we have formed the conclusion that it is unlikely to be successful for all of
the practical and legal reasons that Dr Press has outlined.

In the above example one of the Senators participating in the estimates hearing asks a public
servant a question on policy and on this occasion the public servant directs the question to the
Minister. More discussion on the reason and strategy of directing these questions on policy
to public servants will be covered in Chapter 6.

The third category, General, includes all discussions which do not fit into the categories
Measures and Budgets and Policy. The instances of discussions categorised as General were
relatively infrequent as they did not contribute, generally, to the discussions upon which the
estimates hearings are based. The following is an example of a discussion categorised as
General.
Senator BOB BROWN—Let us look at whales feeding on the krill, which feeds on
the phytoplankton. What substitute could you see, for the krill that they feed on,
taking their place and providing an alternative feeding source?
Mr Press—The only substitute I would see would be salps, if salps moved further
south.
Senator BOB BROWN—In the same volume?
Mr Press—Yes, but there may be others that I am not aware of.

The following sections will outline the results of the coding of the Senate Legislation
Committee on Environment and Communications estimates hearings on the AAD into the
three categories.
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Results – AAD Number of Instances
The graph below presents the results of coding the number of Instances, under each of the
three categories, from the estimates hearings for the Australian Antarctic Division for the
period 2001-02 to 2007-08.

Graph 1: AAD Number of Instances

The spread of the Instances over the period 2001-02 to 2007-08 was relatively inconsistent.
Initially the focus of the discusssions was assessed as falling under the category Measures
and Budget, however in 2005-06 and 2006-07 the focus of the discussions switched to be
predominantly on the category Policy. The two main topics covered in the discussions
(which will be discussed in more detail later in this chapter) were Whaling (329 instances or
72% of the discussion in 2005-06 and 95 instances or 30% in 2006-07) and Mineral Mining
in the Antarctic (117 instances or 37% of the discussion in 2006-07).
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In relation to the category General the only significant proprtion of the discussion on this
category was in 2007-08 where some of the discussion covered the topics of Ice Shelfs and
Phytoplankton (15% and 11% respectively of the number of Instances). The inconsistency of
the focus of the discussion is further highlighted in the following graph which shows the
percentage contribution of the discussions for each category. During the period 2001-02 to
2004-05 the discussion was almost entirely on issues identified as Measures and Budget
while in 2005-06 and 2006-07 the discussion (78% and 90% respectively) was on issues of
Policy.

Graph 2: AAD Instances Percentage Contribution

The next section will outline the results of the coding of the estimates hearings on the Great
Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority.
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Results – GBRMPA Number of Instances
The graph below presents the results of measuring the number of Instances during the Senate
Estimates hearings for the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority for the period 2001-02
to 2007-08.

The spread of the focus of the discussions is, like in the AAD hearings,

fluctuates during the period. Initially in 2001-02 the discussion predominantly focused on
Measures and Budget, with 371 instances, covering topics such as Park Management, and
then in 2002-03 the focus was more evenly spread with 412 instances on Policy and 317 on
Measures and Budget. Again, like the ADD, the discussions in 2003-04 were relatively
short, only 152 instances, which focused mainly on Measures and Budget (136 instances or
89% of the total number of Instances).

Graph 3: GBRMPA Number of Instances

The discussions after 2002-03 generally contained fewer Instances except for the Hearings in
2006-07 where there were 492 instances which were relatively evenly spread between
Measures and Budget and Policy. The mix of focus of the discussions over the period this
study is presented in the following graph.
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Graph 4: GBRMPA Instances Percentage Contribution

The above graph shows the mix on the focus of the discussions between Measures and
Budget and Policy was relatively consistent over the period with an average of 191 instances
(52%) over the period for discussion on Measures and Budget and Policy discussions
averaging 171 instances (42%). The amount of discussion focused on General was negligible
amounting to a total of only 13 instances over the period.

Comparison – Number of Instances (AAD and GBRMPA)
The following graph shows the comparison of the percentage component of the Hearings
discussion for AAD and GBRMPA on Measures and Budget over the period of the study.
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Graph 5: Measures – Instances Comparison

This graph indicates a significant proportion of the discussions between 2001-02 and 2004-05
during the Hearings focused on Measures and Budget issues however from the financial year
2005-06 the average proportion of the discussions dropped from 99% and 68% for AAD and
GBRMPA respectively to 32% and 31% respectively.

The following graph shows the comparison of the percentage component of the Hearings
discussion for AAD and GBRMPA coded as Policy over the period of the study.
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Graph 6: Policy – Instances Comparison

This graph, which is almost inverse to the previous graph, indicates the proportion of the
discussions during the Hearings focused on Policy increased for both AAD and GBRMPA
from an average of 0% and 32% respectively (for the period 2001-02 to 2004-05) to 58% and
69% respectively. However, in 2007-08 the proportion of the discussion on Policy for AAD
dropped to 7% while for the GBRMPA it continued increasing with 85% of the Hearings
discussions focusing on Policy.

The quantifying of Instances, as mentioned earlier, is consistent with other studies utilising
content analysis as a method to conduct research where the quantification is based on the
number of sentences. However there is one significant difference between using the number
of sentences approach to content analysis and the number of instances. An instance may
contain one or more sentences and it is this characteristic of the category which differentiates
this approach to Content Analysis from other studies. For example the following extract was
coded as one instance and yet there are five sentences in the instance.

Page 146

Senator BROWN—Thank you. I want to ask you about whales. In the news there
have been reports of the intention of the Japanese to double the take of minke whales,
to begin again the harpooning of humpback and fin whales and to do this in the
Australian Antarctic Territory. As far as the Australian government is concerned,
what has the surveillance in the territory of the whaling activities of the Japanese
shown in the last decade or so? Is it true, for example—I will get straight to the
point—that some 400-plus minke whales have been harpooned in Australian territory
in Antarctica since 2000?

The value in using the category instances is that it allows the measure to represent what was
said and removes the concern of over inflating results due to one participant being more
verbose than another. The focus is on the issues not number of sentences.

Results – AAD and GBRMPA Number of Instances comparisons
The following graph shows a comparison between the AAD and GBRMPA of the Average
number of words per instance for the discussion category of Measures and Budget.

Graph 7: Measures – Average number of words comparison
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The average number of words in each instance, categorised as Measures and Budget, was
relatively constant for both the AAD and GBRMPA (27 and 35 respectively) over the period
except for AAD in 2006-07 when the average number of words was 54. This larger than
previous average number of words is attributed to the level of detail of specific questions
asked by Senators who are participating in these hearings for the first time and the associated
detailed responses from the public servants on topics such as the Wilkes Base cleanup and
Scientific Research Data. The following extract is an example of questions being asked by
Senator Barnaby Joyce participating for the first time in an estimates hearing.
Senator JOYCE—Do we have any plans for the further clean-up of Wilkes base? I
know it is not really our problem—it was left there by the United States; thanks for
that, fellas—but have we got any plans for any further clean-up of that area? (number
of words – 45)
Dr Press—Specifically, we do not have a plan for Wilkes. At the moment we are
undertaking a clean-up at Thala Valley and at Casey Station. From here on in, on the
basis of what we have learnt from that—and we have learnt a lot; it has been a very
successful operation, and we will do a review of it over the next 12 months—we will
have to look at clean-ups in other parts of Antarctica and prioritise them. The problem
we have as a department is we do not have provision for clean-ups in our budget. We
have an unfunded liability, which we think is around $50 million—it may be more—
but we do not have a specific funding line to do that clean-up, and it is a very
expensive operation. But with regard to Wilkes itself, I have had bilateral discussions
with my counterparts in the United States, particularly in the Department of State. The
United States appears to be very reluctant to commit to any clean up at Wilkes.
(number of words – 173)
Senator JOYCE—On the capture of data: what is the correlation between scientific
projects that go down to the Antarctic Territory, since the public purse is paying for
those people to do that research, and delivering verifiable data back to the Australian
people about their projects? Are there any cases of people going down there, doing
their study and our never actually seeing a report from it? (number of words – 65)
Dr Press—There are two aspects to that. In my time, since I have been the Director of
the Australian Antarctic Division, I and the chief scientist, Professor Michael Stoddart
have implemented provisions such that anybody who participates in any research
under the Australian Antarctic Program is required to lodge their data with the
Australian Antarctic Data Centre within two years of those data being collected.
Anyone who fails to comply with that does not travel with us anymore. They receive
no support from us anymore. Also, we contact their institutions and require their
institutions to provide those data. If those data are not provided then we start applying
sanctions to those institutions. Since that has happened, the level of compliance is
about 100 per cent. It is very high. So we now have the problem of data storage. It is
an economic problem rather than a practical one. But we do have a very high rate of
compliance with that. Most scientists who work with us lodge their data either directly
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with us or with other national or international databases which we have access to such
as those of the Bureau of Meteorology or Geoscience Australia. (number of words –
195)

The following graph presents the comparison of the AAD and GBRMPA data on the Average
number of words in the discussions coded as Policy.

Graph 8: Policy – Average number of words comparison

The average number of words in each instance, categorised as Policy, was relatively constant
for both the AAD and GBRMPA (32 and 31 respectively) over the period. One of the main
issues to note, as previously outlined, was there was no Policy focused discussions in the
Hearings for AAD until 2005-06. This is reflective of the buildup to the Federal election that
was held in 2007.

Content Analysis (Part 2) – Questions Asked
To support the first stage of the Content Analysis of the Hansard hearings a second stage of
Content Analysis was undertaken which focused on coding data based on Questions asked
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during the estimates hearings.

To code the questions three categories were identified:

Questions directed to Minister; Questions directed to Agency/Dept; and Questions directed to
Other Senators. The following sections outline and briefly discuss the results of the data
grouping for each of these categories.

Questions directed to Minister
The category of Questions directed to Minister captures all the questions which are
specifically addressed to the Minister or to his/her representative during the estimates
hearings. The following table presents the data for the Questions directed to Minister during
the hearings associated with AAD.

Table 4: AAD – Questions directed to Minister
Questions directed to Minister
Instances (#)
Words (#)
Avg (# words per instance)

01-02
3
48
16.0

02-03
-

03-04
-

Total
04-05
-

05-06
53
1233
23.3

06-07
33
834
25.3

07-08
-

The majority of Questions directed to the Minister (or representative) are asked by
Opposition or Minor Party Senators, rather than from public servants or participating
Government Senators. These Questions directed to the Minister are primarily focused on
Policy as questions focused on Measures and Budget would be initially be directed to the
public servants. The above results are consistent with the occurrence of instances for AAD
Policy discussions identified earlier in this chapter. However there is a major difference in
the number of instances for AAD under the Policy category and the number of Questions
directed to the Minister. The differences are due to the majority of the instances under the
Policy category being more statements (the nature and type of which will be discussed in
more detail in Chapter 6) rather than questions. These statements are generally driven by
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participating Senators presenting their ideological views on a topic rather than seeking
information on the operations or the proposed funding of the organisation. This is shown, for
example, in 2005-06 where the number of instances under the Policy category was 353 while
only 53 (15%) of these instances were Questions directed to the Minister.

The results for the GBRMPA in relation to Questions directed to the Minister are presented
in the following table.

Table 5: GBRMPA – Questions directed to Minister
Questions directed to Minister
Instances (#)
Words (#)
Avg (# words per instance)

01-02
28
505
18.0

02-03
11
419
38.1

03-04
2
28
14.0

Total
04-05
7
146
20.9

05-06
28
659
23.5

06-07
13
323
24.8

07-08
-

The Average number of words per instance for these questions for the GBRMPA indicates a
degree of variance ranging from 14.0 in 2003-04 to 38.2 in 2002-03. However, when
comparing the Average number of words per instance for Questions directed to the Minister
during the AAD Hearings and the GBRMPA Hearings during the period 2001-02 to 2007-08
there is little difference. The Average number of words per instance for AAD is 23.8 words
while for GBRMPA the Average number of words per instance is 23.4. The number of
instances in 2005-06 was 322 while the instances of Questions directed to the Minister was
only 28. This result is consistent with the results for AAD and further supports the notion
that Policy instances are more often than not statements or representations of an individual’s
view rather than seeking clarification of Policy.
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Questions directed to Agency/Dept
The category of Questions directed to Agency/Dept captures all of the questions specifically
addressed to the departmental officers of the Department of Sustainability, Environment,
Water, Population and Communities at the estimates hearings. It is anticipated that the
majority of questions asked during the estimates hearing would be Questions directed to
Agency/Dept as these questions would be the primary method the Committee and other
attending Senators would use to seek information to review “the particulars of proposed
expenditure for the ... budget for the portfolios” (Commonwealth of Australia 2006). These
questions are focussed primarily on Measures and Budget instances however there are a
number of instances where these questions were focused on Policy. The majority of these
Policy focused Questions directed to Agency/Dept were referred to the Minister as they are
outside the authority of the public servants.

The following table presents the number of instances, words and average number of words
per instance in the estimates hearings for AAD for the period 2001-02 to 2007-08.

Table 6: AAD – Questions directed to Agency/Dept
Questions directed to
Agency/Dept
Instances (#)
Words (#)
Avg (# words per instance)

01-02
93
1789
19.2

02-03
4
120
30.0

03-04
15
287
19.1

Total
04-05
40
512
12.8

05-06
82
1942
23.7

06-07
47
1357
28.9

07-08
85
1587
18.7

The number of instances and the average number of words per instance is relatively
inconsistent over the period 2001-02 to 2007-08. The range of the average number of words
is 17.2 words with a minimum of 12.8 in 2004-05 and a maximum of 30.0 in 2002-03.
However the average number of words per instance, 20.7, over the period is similar to the
average number of words, 23.8, for Questions directed to the Minister. The main difference
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with the Questions directed to Agency/Dept and Questions directed to the Minister is the total
number of instances where the majority of questions (366) were directed to the public
servants while 89 questions were directed to the Minster.

The following table presents the data in relation to Questions directed to Agency/Dept for
GBRMPA.

Table 7: GBRMPA – Questions directed to Agency/Dept
Questions directed to
Agency/Dept
Instances (#)
Words (#)
Avg (# words per instance)

01-02
145
3,629
25.0

02-03
249
7,219
29.0

03-04
54
1,514
28.0

Total
04-05
101
2,678
26.5

05-06
45
1,333
29.6

06-07
90
2,509
27.9

07-08
35
842
24.1

The number of instances, Questions directed to Agency/Dept was also relatively inconsistent
over the period 2001-02 to 2007-08 with a range of 214 instances with a minimum of 35
instances in 2007-08 and a maximum number of 249 instances in 2002-03. This is in contrast
to the results for AAD where the minimum number of instances was in 2002-03 while the
second highest number of instances was in 2007-08. However unlike the Average number of
words per instance in the AAD estimates hearings the average number of words per instance
in GBRMPA Hearings was relatively constant with a range of 5.5 words. The average
number of words per instance, 27.4, over the period was greater, though not significantly,
than the average number of words, 23.4, for Questions directed to the Minister. The total
number of Questions directed to the Agency/Dept, 719, was significantly larger than the 89
questions directed to the Minister. There was also a significant variance between the average
number of instances for each year with an average of 103 instances of Questions directed to
Agency/Dept and only 15 instances of Questions Directed to the Minster.
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Questions directed to other Senators
The category of Questions directed to other Senators captures all the questions which were
specifically addressed to Senators other than the Minister or his/her representative. The
majority of these questions were expected to be clarifying type questions asked by either the
Minister or, more likely, by agency/dept representatives. For example the following extract
from the estimates hearings includes a Questions directed to other Senators
Senator McLUCAS—Firstly, going to the budget, we have a different format this
year that I have found hard to compare with previous years. Can you explain to the
committee what seems to be a new section headed ‘Other resources available to be
used’?
Mr Barrett—Are you talking about table 3.1 in the portfolio budget statements?

These types of questions assist the committee by ensuring, as much as possible, that the
Senators are provided with the most reliable information and to remove confusion on what at
times are quite complicated issues. The following table presents the data on Questions
directed to Other Senators for AAD.

Table 8: AAD – Questions directed to Other Senators
Questions directed to Other
Senators
Instances (#)
Words (#)
Avg (# words per instance)

01-02
4
23
5.8

02-03
-

03-04
-

Total
04-05
-

05-06
9
130
14.4

06-07
5
189
37.8

07-08
3
150
50.0

The main finding of note in this category is the number of instances of Questions directed to
other Senators, 21, is relatively small when compared to Questions directed to Agency/Dept,
366 instances, and Questions Directed to the Minster, 89 instances. While the average
number of words varies considerably over the period this is due to the information prefacing
or following the clarifying question in the instance and this is also skewed by the low number
of instances.
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The following table presents the data for GBRMPA in relation to Questions directed to Other
Senators.

Table 9: GBRMPA – Questions directed to Other Senators
Questions directed to Other
Senators
Instances (#)
Words (#)
Avg (# words per instance)

01-02
8
180
22.5

02-03
24
692
28.8

03-04
2
15
7.5

Total
04-05
2
13
6.5

05-06
20
277
13.9

06-07
27
414
15.3

07-08
1
8
8.0

The results for GBRMPA of Questions directed to Other Senators is consistent with the
results for the AAD for in that the number of instances, 84, is relatively small in comparison
with the instances for the category, Questions directed to Agency/Dept (719 instances).

The following section will cover the second method applied in this thesis Thematic Analysis
where the three categories, Measures and Budget; Policy; and General, will be classified as
themes and the Hansards of the AAD and GBRMPA will be reviewed by identifying key
topics of discussion which in turn will be grouped under of these themes.

Introduction to Thematic Analysis
One of the key outcomes of the use of research method Content Analysis is the identification
and confirmation of key themes in the selected text (Duriau, Reger & Pfarrer 2007). The
Thematic Analysis of the text, the Hansards of AAD and GBRMPA, in this thesis will be
based on identifying specific topics raised in the estimates hearings and classifying them as
supporting one of the key themes, Measures and Budget; Policy; and General, and in turn
confirming the identification of the themes. The topics identified in the text will then be
reviewed for the identification of specific extracts of the Hansards for the application of the
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research method of Critical Discourse Analysis which is the focus of the next chapter,
Chapter 6. The following sections include the description and quantification of the topics
identified and grouped under each of the three key themes for the AAD and GBRMPA.

Australian Antarctic Division
The review of the Hansard for AAD over the period 2001-02 to 2007-08 resulted in the
identification of specific topics on which the discussions were based. These topics were then
grouped under one of the three themes Measures and Budget; Policy and General. The
discussion of these topics was then broken down into the number of instances, the number of
words and the average number of words per instance. The detailed list of topics identified
can be found in Appendix 5.1.

The table below is a summary of the results for the Theme Measures and Budget for AAD for
the period 2001-02 to 2007-08.

AAD – Measures and Budget
Table 10: AAD – Topics (Measures and Budget)
# of Topics
2001-02

3

Instances #
226

95%

4,806

95%

Avg # Words
21.3

2002-03

1

8

100%

208

100%

26.0

2003-04

4

44

100%

1,635

100%

37.2

2004-05

1

89

100%

1,708

100%

19.2

2

85

19%

3,133

21%

36.9

2006-07

5

30

9%

1,605

14%

53.5

2007-08

5

125

67%

3,216

66%

25.7

Total

21

607

Average

3

87

71%

26.9

2005-06

%

Words #

%

16,311
70%

2,330
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There was an average of three topics under the Measures and Budget theme raised and
discussed at each of the AAD estimates hearings. The majority of topics discussed were only
raised once during the period however a number were discussed in more than one hearing
such as the topic Airlink in 2001-02, 2003-04, 2004-05 and 2005-06 and the topic Macquarie
Island in 2006-07 and 2007-08. There was an average of 87 instances on Measures and
Budget topics raised at each estimates hearing which accounted for 70% of the discussions
during the estimates hearings.

AAD – Policy
Table 11: AAD – Topics (Policy)
# of Topics

Instances #

%

Words #

%

Avg # Words

2001-02

-

2002-03

-

2003-04

-

2004-05

-

2005-06

8

353

78%

11,200

75%

31.7

2006-07

5

285

90%

9,439

85%

33.1

2007-08

1

14

7%

501

10%

35.8

Total

14

652

Average

4.7

217

57%

32.4

21,140
58%

7,047

Topics coded as Policy, during the AAD estimates hearings, were only identified in the years
2005-06, 2006-07 and 2007-08. Over these three years a total of 14 topics were raised and
discussed of which nine were based on Whaling and two on World Heritage Listing. The
total number of instances for the theme of Policy was 652 and these instances accounted for
an average of 58% of the discussions during the Hearings for 2005-06, 2006-07 and 2007-08.
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AAD – General
Table 12: AAD – Topics (General)
# of Topics

Instances #
12

%

Words #

%

5%

236

5%

Avg # Words
19.7

2001-02

1

2002-03

-

2003-04

-

2004-05

-

2005-06

1

17

4%

677

5%

39.8

2006-07

1

2

1%

98

1%

49.0

2007-08

2

48

26%

1,134

23%

23.6

Total

5

79

Average

1.3

20

9%

27.2

2,145
9%

536

The number of topics discussed which were classified under the theme General only
amounted to five, of which three were associated with climate change. While the number of
instances under the theme General was only minimal the importance of raising and
discussing the topics during the Hearings cannot be assessed quantitatively. The raising of
these topics indicate areas which Senators believe are of relevance and importance to the
AAD which not necessarily are, currently, the responsibility of the AAD.

AAD Summary of the period 2001-02 to 2007-08
Table 13: AAD – Topics (Summary)
Theme

# of Topics

Instances #

%

Words #

%

Avg # Words

Measures and Budget

21

607

45.4%

16,311

41.2%

26.9

Policy

14

652

48.7%

21,140

53.4%

32.4

General

5

79

5.9%

2,145

5.4%

27.2

40

1,338

Total

39,596

29.6

Over the period of 2001-02 to 2007-08 a total of 40 topics were raised during the estimates
hearings of the AAD. While the largest number of topics, (21 – 52.5%) was grouped under
the theme Measures and Budget, the discussions associated with these topics accounted for
45% of the discussions while 49% of the discussions were on topics under the theme of
Policy. The topics discussed under the theme of General amounted to 6% of the total
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instances. The average number of words per instance for the themes of Measures and Budget
and General were similar (26.9 and 27.2 respectively) while for the theme Policy the average
number of words per instance was 20% higher at 32.4.

Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority
The following sections will discuss and outline the Thematic Analysis of the GBRMPA
estimates hearings over the period 2001-02 to 2007-08.

GBRMPA – Measures and Budget
Table 14: GBRMPA – Topics (Measures and Budget)
# of Topics
2001-02

14

Instances #
371

%

Words #

%

84%

12,659

87%

Avg # Words
34.1

2002-03

15

317

43%

11,013

46%

34.7

2003-04

5

136

89%

4,696

94%

34.5

2004-05

10

162

54%

5,701

57%

35.2

2005-06

4

86

27%

3,817

35%

44.4

2006-07

13

250

51%

8,493

48%

34.0

2007-08

2

17

15%

424

17%

24.9

Total

63

1,339

Average

9.0

191

55%

35.0

46,803
52%

6,686

There were a total of 63 topics raised during the GBRMPA estimates hearings which were
grouped under the Measures and Budget theme. The variety of topics was quite broad (refer
appendix 5.2) with an average of nine topics, under the Measures and Budget theme,
discussed at each of the estimates hearings. The most common topics raised in these hearings
were Budget Questions, Environmental Management Charge (EMC), Park Management and
Water Quality. The average number of instances per year for the theme of Measures and
Budget was 191 and these instances attributed to an average of 52% of the discussions during
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the hearings with a maximum proportion of 89% in 2003-04 and a minimum of 15% in 200708.

GBRMPA – Policy
Table 15: GBRMPA – Topics (Policy)
# of Topics

%

Words #

%

3

Instances #
61

14%

1,254

9%

Avg # Words
20.6

2002-03

10

412

57%

12,672

54%

30.8

2003-04

1

16

11%

296

6%

18.5

2004-05

7

136

45%

4,214

42%

31.0

2005-06

7

236

73%

7,121

65%

30.2

2006-07

8

242

49%

9,141

52%

37.8

2007-08

5

95

85%

2,042

83%

21.5

Total

41

1,198

Average

5.9

171

44%

30.7

2001-02

36,740
48%

5,249

Over the period 2001-02 to 2007-08 41 topics were raised during the GBRMPA estimates
hearings which could be grouped under the theme Policy. Of these 41 topics, 28 (68%) were
associated with Governance, Shale Oil Mining, Staffing and Rezoning. The average number
of instances per year for the theme of Policy was 171 and these instances attributed to an
average of 48% of the discussions during the hearings with a maximum proportion of 85% in
2007-08 and a minimum of 11% in 2003-04.
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GBRMPA – General
Table 16: GBRMPA – Topics (General)
# of Topics
2001-02

2

2002-03

-

2003-04

-

2004-05

1

2005-06

-

2006-07

-

Instances #
12

%

Words #

%

3%

574

4%

Avg # Words
47.8

1

0%

37

0%

37.0

2%

47.0

2007-08

-

Total

3

13

Average

1.5

7

611
2%

306

Under the theme General it was only in the financial years of 2001-02 and 2004-05 that any
topics could be grouped under this theme. The total number of topics over the entire period
was only three, with a total of seven instances which consumed an average of 2% of the
discussions in 2001-02 and 2004-05.

GBRMPA – Summary of the period 2001-02 to 2007-08
Table 17: GBRMPA – Topics (Summary)
Theme

# of Topics

Instances #

%

Words #

Measures and Budget

63

1,339

52.5%

46,803

55.6%

35.0

Policy

41

1,198

47.0%

36,740

43.7%

30.7

General

3

13

0.5%

611

0.7%

47.0

Total

107

2,550

84,154

%

Avg # Words

33.0

Over the period of 2001-02 to 2007-08, 42.5% of the discussions were on topics under the
theme of Measures and Budget while 47% of the discussions were on topics under the theme
of Policy. The topics discussed under the theme of General amounted to a minimal amount
of 0.5% of the total instances. The average number of words per instance for each of the
three themes varied significantly with a low of 30.7 for the theme of Policy and a high of 47.0
for the theme of General. The theme of Measures and Budget had an average number of
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words per instance, over the period, of 35.0 which was 14% higher than the average number
of words per instance for the theme of Policy.

Conclusion
This chapter presents the results of the application of two research methods, content analysis
and thematic analysis, on the Hansards of the Senate Legislation Committee estimates
hearings for the Australian Antarctic Division and the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park
Authority. Three categories are identified, Measures and Budget; Policy; and General, under
which the data is grouped to assist in the determination of the focus of the discussions during
the estimates hearings. The results of the two research methods applied in this chapter are
presented in three phases. In the first phase the quantitative data of the coding of the Hansard
text, grouped under the categories Measures and Budget; Policy; and General, is based on the
number of instances, number of words per instance and the average number of words per
instance. This application of content analysis where the measure is instances rather than the
more often used approach which measures the number of sentences is a unique aspect of this
study.

The coding category instances allowed the focus of the analysis to be on the

participation and contribution in the hearings rather than on the amount said, sentences,
which can distort the results of the content analysis due to the different focus of the measure.
The second phase was also based the application of content analysis to code the text so as to
extract quantitative data on to who questions were directed during the estimates hearings.
This phase focused on determining whether questions were directed to the public servants, to
the Minister or to other participating Senators and whether these questions were in-line with
the objectives of the Senate Legislation Committee’s estimates hearings.

The value in

exploring the questioning during the hearings is that it confirms and provides clarity on the
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roles of the various actors in the hearings as well as their particular focus on the operations of
the government organisations. The topics on which the questioning is based was the focus of
the third phase of this chapter where through the application of thematic analysis on the
Hansard transcripts specific topics are identified and grouped into one of the three key
categories. While the majority of the topics are grouped under the category Measures and
Budget a significant proportion were grouped under the category Policy. This result is
consistent with the findings of the content analysis based on the questions asked during the
hearings where a significant proportion were addressed to the Minister however the majority
were addressed to the public servants. The topics identified through the thematic analysis
highlighted both the broad range of interests of the participants in the estimates hearings and
the responsibilities of the government organisations.

The next chapter will continue the process of examining and analysing the Hansards of the
estimates hearings of the AAD and GBRMPA through the application of the third research
method of this study, critical discourse analysis (CDA). The CDA will be based on selected
extracts of specific topics identified in this chapter through the use of thematic analysis on the
estimates hearings.
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Chapter 6 – Critical Discourse Analysis

Introduction
This chapter is based on an analysis of the discussion on specific topics, identified in the
previous chapter, which were raised in the Senate Legislation Committee’s budget estimates
hearings for the Australian Antarctic Division (AAD) and the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park
Authority (GBRMPA). This analysis is undertaken through the application of the third
research method applied in this study, Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA). The focus of this
Chapter is on addressing the second research question, To what extent do the outcomes of the
Senate Estimates committees serve the interests of the public; the interests of Senators (and
their parties); senior departmental officers (and their departments); and Portfolio Ministers
(and their parties)?

This chapter is divided into three sections. The first section provides some discussion on
critical discourse analysis (CDA) and includes discussion on the structure of the CDA used in
this thesis as well as a number of questions researchers applying CDA may consider. The
second section is based on the application of CDA on the selected extracts of the Hansard
transcripts of the budget estimates hearings on the Australian Antarctic Division. These
extracts are based on the topics Airlink, Budget processes and Mineral mining which were
identified in the previous Chapter as key topics raised in the hearings. The third section,
much like the second section of this chapter, is based on the CDA of the selected extracts
from the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority estimates hearings. The key topics in the
third section cover discussions on the topics of Water quality, Environmental management
charge (EMC), Governance and Shale oil mining.
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Critical Discourse Analysis
In Chapter 3 critical discourse analysis (CDA) was introduced as a method used to examine
texts, including speeches, conversations and the written word, to determine how one group
can dominate others either directly or indirectly through discourse (Leitch & Palmer 2010;
van Dijk 1993, 2001). This is achieved, as suggested by Mautner (2009), by researchers
“look[ing] beyond the text” (p. 124) to identify specific meanings and interpretations of the
text which contribute to the (re)production of dominance (van Dijk 1993).

CDA is not a passive research method (Jorgensen & Phillips 2002) but rather an active
method which requires, as discussed in Chapter 3, the researcher “to make their position
[ideology] and interests explicit” (Wodak & Meyer 2009, p. 3) while van Dijk (1993)
explains “critical discourse analysts (should) take an explicit socio-political stance: they spell
out their point of view, perspective, principles and aims” (p. 252). This required researcher
involvement is consistent with the social constructionist ontological position upon which this
thesis is based as well as with one of the key understandings of CDA that text is both socially
constructing and socially constructed (Jorgensen & Phillips 2002).

Leitch and Palmer (2010) suggest CDA researchers need to address three key methodological
decisions when undertaking their research. As discussed earlier in Chapter 3 the Leitch and
Palmer (2010) approach to CDA has come under criticism, especially from Chouliaraki and
Fairclough (2010). The main criticism is that the approach is too prescriptive in that Leitch
and Palmer (2010) “recommend a strict methodological protocol” (Chouliaraki & Fairclough
2010, p. 1213). However, it can be argued that in following components of Leitch and
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Palmer’s (2010) “methodological protocol” the CDA researcher is within the reasonable
scope of available approaches to CDA. Indeed to disregard Leitch and Palmer (2010) on the
basis it is too prescriptive would be contrary to Chouliaraki and Fairclough’s (2010)
argument that “They [Chouliaraki and Fairclough] deliberately argue for a flexible use of
CDA” (The Editors 2010, p. 1193).

In this research the Leitch and Palmer (2010)

“methodological protocols” are used simply to outline, inform and explain the approach used
to undertake CDA as a method in this study. The first decision the researcher should make,
according to Leitch and Palmer (2010), in undertaking CDA is to define the core concepts
such as context, power, domination and resistance. In this thesis, power refers to the social
power of individuals and groups based on their position and status such as a parliamentary
Senator, and group membership, including membership of political parties and membership
of the Government or Opposition. Knowledge is reflected in such things as the rationale and
discussions on the development and implementation of government policies. Domination
refers to the use of this power to control and manipulate others who resist this domination to
varying degrees. The more difficult concept to define or outline is context. Leitch and
Palmer (2010) explain that context includes, but is not limited to, the physical setting or
location in which the text took place, the timing of the text in relation to other texts or events,
and the positioning of the text in a domain of related ideas, values, or modes of operating. In
this study the context is shaped through the location, the Senate Committee of the Federal
Parliament, the timing (2001-2002 to 2007-08) where the Liberal Coalition was in
Government and the Australian Labor Party were in Opposition. The values shaped by the
changing social interest in issues such as greater levels of welfare support, climate change
and environmental concerns also inform context. Specific components which define the
context of this study will be covered later in this chapter. It is important to note Leitch and
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Palmer’s (2010) warning that “given the broad nature of context, it is highly unlikely that any
research paper could analyse all potential dimensions of a text’s context” (p. 1208).

The selection of the text is the second methodological decision identified by Leitch and
Palmer (2010) which the CDA researcher needs to address. In this part of the study where
CDA is used as the research method, the texts selected are specific extracts of the Hansard
transcripts of the estimates hearings for the period of 2001-2002 to 2007-2008. These
transcripts are focused on the discussion of specific topics identified through the application
of the research methods, content analysis and thematic analysis as outlined and discussed in
Chapter 5, on the Australian Antarctic Division and Great Barrier Reef Marine Park
Authority estimates hearings.

The third methodological decision is based on the analysis, interpretation and discussion on
what the researcher discovers through the analysis. This will be outlined below in the
separate sections based on the CDA of the specific topics discussed in the estimates hearings
of the Australian Antarctic Division and Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority.
Additional discussion will also follow in Chapter 7.

In line with van Dijk’s (1993) outline of the general structure of CDA, this research project
will examine each of these specific texts both as a whole and individually where appropriate
by looking at the access to the discourse, the setting in which the discourse took place, the
roles and positions of the participants, the speech and communication acts and
macrosemantics of the discourse. The analysis on each extract is concluded with a review of
the text based on a Benthamite perspective. Including this review reflects the relevancy of
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Jeremy Bentham’s work on the use of language and the power it can exerted over others
particularly when applying CDA to public sector discourse.

The following section will briefly discuss each of these components of the general structure
of CDA outlined by van Dijk (1993).

Access
Access to participate and contribute to the discourse is a component in shaping the context of
the discourse. The Senate Standing Committee on Environment and Communications
estimates hearings are open to the public to attend or view via video streaming however the
public do not have the opportunity to participate unless they are called as a witness (Evans
2008). Participation is limited to committee members, and other interested members of
Parliament, the relevant Minister or his/her representative, relevant senior public servants and
occasionally witnesses called before the committee.

Setting
The physical setting of the Senate Legislation Committee estimates hearings is a key
component of the context of the discourse (Leitch & Palmer 2010). The estimates hearings
are open to the public however they are required to be held in Parliament House unlike other
committee hearings which can be held outside Canberra (Evans 2008). Van Dijk (1993)
suggests this type of setting enhances the power and authority of the discourse and that of the
participants in the creation of the discourse. This component of context guides the CDA
researcher to focus on the “relations between the people directly involved in the text’s
creation” (Leitch and Palmer 2010, p. 1200).

As with the context component access

discussed above, the setting component is the same for all estimates hearings and as such will
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not be included in the discussion below on the estimates hearings for the Australian Antarctic
Division and the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority.

Participant positions and roles
The individuals and groups who have the opportunity to contribute to the creation of
discourse have control over those who don’t have access to participate and “those who have
more control over more – and more influential – discourse ... are by definition more
powerful” (van Dijk 2001, p. 356).

The role of the Senate Legislation Committees in

contributing to the discharge of public sector financial accountability and the requirement to
report back to Parliament before the Appropriation Bills can be passed in the Senate make the
participants of these committees very powerful indeed (refer to Chapter 2 for a fuller
discussion on Senate Legislation Committees). However, there is a significant variation in
the level of power between the participants as some are able to direct and influence, to
varying degrees, the discourse, while others may only contribute to the discourse.

The Senate Legislation Committees, as discussed in Chapter 2, consist of six Senators; three
from the Government, two from the Opposition and one representing the Minor parties or
independents (Senate Brief 5, 2005).

The Chair of the committee is one of the three

Government Senators. The committee members have the right to vote on points of order
raised during the hearings as well as generally direct the path and focus of the discussions in
the estimates hearings. In addition to committee members participating in the estimates
hearings it is also quite normal for other Senators to attend the hearing and participate, by
asking the Minister (or his/her representative) and the attending public servants questions in
relation to the matters they may choose to raise. However, the influence and power of non-
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committee members is limited as they are not able to participate in any votes or decisions the
committee may undertake.

The role of the attending public servants is very specific and reflects the nature of their
accountability under the Westminster system. At the beginning of each committee hearing
the Chair states:

“The Senate has resolved that an officer of a department of the

Commonwealth or of a state shall not be asked to give opinions on matters of policy”
(Finance and Public Administration Legislation Committee, 2006). For example, they should
not say whether they agree with the policy implemented to address problems identified with
illegal immigrants and asylum seekers. This directive by the Chair does not preclude the
Senators asking (or baiting) officers; so, to assist the committee, the relevant Government
Minister (or their representative) is present during the committee hearings. The attending
public servants have the least power and control of those participating in the estimates
hearings.

The Chair, while a government Senator, has the role of keeping ‘order’ during the hearings to
ensure the hearings do not disintegrate into a messy political brawl.

For example the

following extract indicates the Chair does not, at least on the surface, bias his/her party over
the Oppositions and Minor Parties in managing the processes of the committee.

CHAIR—“... [we] will seek to move expeditiously. One of the problems yesterday
was that a lot of time was spent early in the afternoon on a subject which need not
have occupied anything like the time it did. So it is a matter for senators to exercise
some discipline and focus in their questions. Let us proceed” (Commonwealth of
Australia 2007, p. 4).
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While the positions and roles of participants remain constant in most Senate Legislation
Committees’ estimates hearings the actual participants may vary.

Speech and Communication acts.
The examination of speech and communication acts in the selected text allows the CDA
researcher to identify and interpret various meanings presented and contained in the text.
Speech acts that may be used by to exert their dominance over others or resist the dominance
of others include assertions, accusations and allegations (van Dijk 1993, 2001).
Communication acts such as formal politeness (or lack thereof), argumentation, rhetoric,
choice of words, level of specificity and coherence (van Dijk 1993, 2001) also contribute to
both the exertion and the resistance of dominance in the discourse. The need to review the
speech and communication acts in relation to the ideological context of these extracts is a
particularly important component of the CDA for as Collins (1985) suggests “the basic values
[of political parties in Australia] are so similar, the party competition characteristically
focuses on tactics and motives rather than upon strategies and goals. Since in practical
operations the parties are so alike, the rhetoric used by each side typically strains to present
the rival in the image of its most extreme and impotent faction” (p. 154). The selected
extracts of the estimates hearings for the Australian Antarctic Division and the Great Barrier
Reef Marine Park Authority have been reviewed to classify speech and communication acts
into four different categories: Grandstanding; Positive; Negative; and Neutral.

These

categories are based on van Dijk’s (1993) statement “that dominance is semantically
signalled by positive self-presentation and negative other-presentation or derogation” (p.
275). In the discussion below on the estimates hearings each of these categories of the
speech acts and the associated communication acts in the discourse are discussed. In addition
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to these categories the extracts were also reviewed to identify where brief responses were
provided. The following briefly outlines each of these categories.

Grandstanding – Speech Acts
One of the speech categories of responses to questions directed to various participants of the
Senate Estimates hearings is Grandstanding. This category is assigned to those sections of
the text where an individual uses the opportunity to self promote their achievements of the
past and/or their plans (visions) for the future. These types of speech acts are primarily
delivered by the Minister or the representative of the Minister or attending Opposition
Senators.

For example the following discussion took place during the 2007-2008 Senate Estimates
hearings. The highlighted words and phrases distinguish this extract of text an example of a
Grandstanding response:

Senator Xxxxx —I think I just put a parameter on it on the run, Senator XYZ. We
certainly would not want parliamentarians to be taking up seats that could be
otherwise used productively by scientists or other logistical requirements. We will
develop a program that is sensible and legitimate and does not see space taken up, as
we have done in the past. I will make it very clear that, as the minister responsible,
I will be trying to get on one of the earlier flights, because I want to get down there
and see what we are doing. I am certainly putting up my hand to get down there as
quickly as I can.

These speech acts are associated with the (re)production of dominance, when delivered by a
Government Senator, or as resistance to dominance when delivered by a Non-Government
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Senator. It is not expected the discourse created by public servants is likely to be categorised
as a grandstanding speech act.

Positive – Speech Acts
The positive speech act category is assigned to those responses that are supporting or
affirmating in nature and generally confirm questions which have been directed to public
servants. The following discussion which took place during the 2007-2008 Senate Estimates
hearing is an example of a positive speech act:

Senator Xxxxxxx —I will refer this question on properties to Mr Allen. Do you have
any rental properties in Australia other than the Kingston property?
Mr Xyzzz —Yes, we had one at the wharf where we do our packing and stores. That
is Macquarie No. 4 Wharf Shed.
Senator Xxxxxxx —In Hobart?
Mr Xyzzz —In Hobart.
Senator Xxxxxxx —Is that it?
Mr Xyzzz —Yes.

Extracts of the discourse categorised as a positive speech act are generally shorter in length in
comparison to Grandstanding and Negative speech acts because positive responses often do
not require additional explanation or justification.

Negative – Speech Acts
This category of a speech act is assigned to those responses that are generally negative or
unsupportive in nature and are often longer than positive responses as they include a
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clarification of why a negative response if warranted. For example the following response
was provided during the 2001-2002 Senate Estimates hearing:

Dr XYZ —No, there have been no formal discussions with the Tasmanian
government, but the Office of Antarctic Affairs, which is a Tasmanian government
agency, has been briefed on all of the issues and so has the organisation called the
Tasmania Polar Network, which is a group of government and private industry people
involved in providing services to Antarctica.

Neutral – Speech Acts
The speech act category of neutral is assigned to those responses that are neither positive nor
negative in nature but are generally directed to provide information that has been directly
requested or is required to address specific concerns or to inform the committee. The
following is an example of a neutral response from the 2003-2004 Senate Estimates hearing:

Senator XZY —What is the progress of that?
Dr Xxxxxx —In the last summer an area near Casey station was proven for its
capability to take wheeled aircraft. We had a leading glaciologist from the United
States, who was involved in building ice runways and snow runways for the United
States program, visit Antarctica with us and approve the site near Casey station. We
are now assured that the site is capable of taking wheeled aircraft. That is as far as it
has gone. We are still awaiting government approval to go ahead with intercontinental
air transport, but the site is suitable for that purpose.

The extracts of the discourse grouped under this category, particularly when associated with
the Minister or other Government Senator, are often examples of (re)production of
dominance as suggested by Wodak and Meyer (2009) who explain that “dominant ideologies
appear ‘neutral’, holding on to assumptions that stay largely unchallenged” (p. 8).
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Brief responses
Questions are often asked during the Senate Estimates hearings which result in one word or
very short responses. These responses are very direct and provide little information except to
either confirm or refute a particular question asked or statements made. The following is an
example of a positive brief response from the 2003-2004 Senate Estimates hearings:

Senator XYZ —Is your division involved in plans to develop a runway for aircraft in
Antarctica?
Dr Xxxxxx —Yes, we are.

In this instance no additional information is provided such as the nature of the plans or to
what stage the plans have been developed. The following is an example of a negative brief
response from the 2002-2003 Senate Estimates hearings:

Senator XYZ —I see, it is only an appearance. So it has no impact on the research
programs?
Dr Xxxxxx —No.
The use of one word responses is often associated with the resistance by public servants to
attempts of dominance by Non-Government Senators. One word responses also have the
effect of influencing Senators to ask specific questions rather than go on ‘fishing’
expeditions. Rather than entering into a discussion on a particular topic one word responses
provide the opportunity to ‘shut-down’ a particular line of questioning which may not have
been thought through.

Macrosemantics: topics
The power to choose, change and control the topics in the creation of discourse is a key
component in the (re)production of dominance over others or the resistance of dominance
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(Leitch & Palmer 2010; van Dijk 1993, 2001). In the estimates hearings of the Senate
Legislation Committees, Non-Government Senators are able to select and examine specific
topics to be discussed which are of interest to themselves or their party. This is demonstrated
through the questions they ask during the hearings, and this may be interpreted as attempts to
discredit the government and in-turn demonstrate resistance to the control of the government
in policy development and delivery or as opportunities to demonstrate their, in their opinion,
superior policy. Government Senators are also able to direct the topics of discussion by
asking questions themselves which often results in the Minister, or his/her representative,
launching into a discussion on topics of his/her choice which contributes to the (re)production
of dominance. The selection of topics is also an opportunity for Senators to demonstrate they
are giving a voice to their constituents on issues which they hold as important.

The following sections will cover the CDA based on the roles and positions of the
participants, the speech and communication acts and macrosemantics of the discourse on the
extracts of the Environment and Communications Senate Standing Committee estimates
hearings for the Australian Antarctic Division and the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park
Authority.

Australian Antarctic Division - Introduction
The Australian Antarctic Division (AAD), as outlined in Chapter 1, is a division of the
Australian Commonwealth government Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water,
Population and Communities with the responsibility to advance “Australia’s strategic,
scientific, environmental and economic interests in the Antarctic protecting, administering
and researching the region” (DEWHA 2010b). This responsibility is demonstrated through
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working towards a number of goals including maintaining the Antarctic Treaty System24,
protecting the environment of the Antarctic; and undertaking scientific research on and of the
Antarctic (AAD 2010a).

The Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities is
appropriated government funds for the AAD to carry out their operations in line with their
stated objectives. These funds are classified as departmental appropriations as these funds
are to be used for the delivery of government agreed services such as undertaking scientific
research on the impact of the Antarctic on the global climate and “protecting and advancing
Australia’s Antarctic interests” (DEWHA 2008a). In addition to government appropriated
funds the AAD also receives funds classified as “other revenue25” (approximately 1.5% of
AAD’s total revenue) which is also taken into consideration of the Division’s total revenue.
The following table shows the level of funding the AAD has received over the period 200102 to 2007-08.

Table 18: Australian Antarctic Division Budget Estimates 2001-02 to 2007 -08
Budget Estimates
$000's
Departmental
Appropriations

2001-02
98,279

2002-03

2003-04

2004-05

2005-06

2006-07

2007-08

100,688

83,882

87,125

94,563

101,936

106,010

Other Revenues

2,461

1,629

919

919

919

2,320

1,553

Total Revenue

100,740

102,317

84,801

88,044

95,482

104,256

107,563

Contribution of Dept.
Approp.

97.6%

98.4%

97.8%

98.6%

98.9%

99.0%

99.0%

24

“The Antarctic Treaty System is the whole complex of arrangements made for the purpose of regulating
relations among States in the Antarctic. At its heart is the Antarctic Treaty itself. The original Parties to the
Treaty were the 12 nations active in the Antarctic during the International Geophysical Year of 1957-58. The
Treaty was signed in Washington on 1 December 1959 and entered into force on 23 June 1961. The
Consultative Parties comprise the original Parties and other States that have become Consultative Parties by
acceding to the Treaty and demonstrating their interest in Antarctica by carrying out substantial scientific
activity there” (Scientific Committee on Antarctic Research 2010).
25
“Departmental and administered receipts from other sources (ie other than appropriation amounts) that are
available to be used” (DEWHA 2007c, p. 21).
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The table demonstrates that the proportion of government departmental appropriations have
remained relatively constant over the seven year period at an average level of 98.5% of total
revenue.

Selected texts
One of the key components of critical discourse analysis is the selection of texts. Leitch and
Palmer explain “[t]he selection of texts is ... a critical component of any method associated
with CDA because it provides the underlying justification for the validity and significance of
the insights offered by the analysis” (2010, p. 1196). The extracts of the estimates hearings
on the AAD selected for this section of the study were based on some of the themes and
topics identified in Chapter 526. The topics selected include Airlink and Budget Processes
which are associated with the theme Measures and under the theme Policy the topic selected
for this analysis is Mineral Mining. The following sections outline the analysis in detail of
these selected extracts from the AAD estimates hearings.

Measures - Airlink
The Airlink measure was a key topic of focus for review and discussion in the AAD estimates
hearings for 2001-02, 2003-04, 2004-05 and 2005-06. The Airlink measure was based on
providing:
“... regular intercontinental air service from Hobart in Australia to the Wilkins
Aerodrome near Casey [in the Antarctic] and intracontinental services provided by 2
CASA-212 fixed wing aircraft and assorted helicopters which link the stations and
provide access to other areas of the continent for scientific field work” (AAD 2010c).

26

Refer to Appendix 5.1 for full list of topics identified.
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The work of the Department and the AAD culminated in the “first official flight of the
department’s new Antarctic Airlink [which] touched down on the blue ice runway at Wilkins
Aerodrome in Antarctica at 2:46 am (Australian Eastern Summer Time) on 11 January 2008”
(DEWHA 2008a). The following are selected extracts from the 2001-2002 and 2005-2006
estimates hearings which examined the Airlink measure. After these extracts discussion will
be provided on the CDA undertaken on these extracts. A discussion of the extracts viewed
through a Benthamite lens follows the CDA discussion.

AAD Hansard extracts - Airlink
Hansard 2001-2002
Senator MACKAY—I have a few questions in relation to the proposed air link from Australia to
Antarctica. Dr Press, could you give me a brief as to what is happening with that?
Dr Press—At the moment we have a list of short-listed tenderers that provided expressions of interest last
year for the provision of air services. Some of those have been to Antarctica to look at one of the potential
bases for our air transport list.
Senator MACKAY—This would be?
Dr Press—That would be Casey. They were expressions of interest and they have been short-listed, and
we will be going out later in the year to get firm pricing and costings for the provision of air transport
services.
Senator MACKAY—Expressions of interest do not go to the extent that the contract tendering documents
are out?
Dr Press—No, they are not.
Senator MACKAY—Page 96 in the PBS states: A request for proposals will be issued mid-2001, with selection
of a suitable provider to follow. Is this the process you have been referring to? What does ‘to follow’ mean?
What is the time line in relation to that?
Dr Press—What we need to do is to get a fully scoped option for people to price against. That is the first
stage. That will go out to the market, and from that we will evaluate (1) whether there are providers out
there that can provide the service and (2) whether they can provide the service at a price that is reasonable.
That will take us a number of months.
Senator MACKAY—In relation to that second stage, will the issue of available infrastructure be
considered? The minister is nodding.
Senator Hill—Which end? Both ends?
Senator MACKAY—Both ends, yes.
Senator Hill—There is not much at the other end.
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Senator MACKAY—No, that is right. You would not want to move the Antarctic Division out of Hobart,
for example, would you?
Senator Hill—Provided Tasmania continues to give us good service.
Senator MACKAY—So in terms of this contemporative process—
Senator Hill—This is not an interstate rivalry set of questions, is it?
Senator MACKAY—This is just a series of questions I am asking because I have an interest in this.
Senator Hill—We will get those Western Australians in.
CHAIR—Nothing to do with Albany.
Senator MACKAY—You can ask questions about Albany, Senator; that is all right. In relation to the
Antarctic air transport scoping study that was conducted during 1999-2000, what did that entail? Is the
report available to the committee?
Dr Press—Yes, the report has been made available to the committee and it is available on our web site as
well. That looked at the options for potential places to land. It looked at the kinds of facilities that we
might need at the other end. And it looked at, in general terms, what would be required to move up to 400
scientists a year in and out of Antarctica.
Senator MACKAY—Has any work been done yet as to what the air link may constitute in terms of size
of aircraft, et cetera?
Dr Press—Yes, there has been some look at that in the reports. The most commonly used aircraft to fly
people in and out of Antarctica at the moment is something like a C130 Hercules. One of the options that
we looked at was whether we could fly that kind of aircraft to Antarctica, whether skied or wheeled. Those
evaluations were all considered in the air transport scoping study.
Senator MACKAY—In relation to the short-list, post the call for expressions of interest, what form did
the call for expressions of interest take? Advertising?
Dr Press—It was advertised nationally and internationally and in air transport special media.
Senator MACKAY—How many expressions of interest have you received?
Dr Press—It was somewhere in the order of 12 to 14, but I can give you an exact answer if
you want one.
Senator MACKAY—Yes, please.
Dr Press—I will take that on notice.
Senator MACKAY—You said a number had actually been to Antarctica to Casey and that is referred to
here. How many of the short-listed expressions of interest have actually been?
Dr Press—I can take that on notice, but it was either five or six.
Senator CALVERT—Senator, some of those who gave expressions of interest were unable to get there
because of one of their ships getting stuck in the ice, was it not?
Dr Press—They ended up being flown into Casey by helicopter.
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Senator MACKAY—Did you want to add anything based on that interruption?
Senator Hill—No. I have got to go back to my cabinet meeting and I wanted to make sure he was going to
give the right answer on a particular question.
Senator MACKAY—That sort of coaching did not take very long, but it seemed that Dr Press was doing
most of the talking.
Senator Hill—I know the question, even if it takes another half an hour to get to it.
Senator MACKAY—Of course you do. It says that the potential air service providers were short-listed
after a call for expressions of interest. You indicated there were about 12 to 14 in the initial expressions of
interest. How many now are on the short-list?
Dr Press—I have actually been on leave for the last two months, and I cannot give you an exact answer to
that, but I can take that on notice.
Senator MACKAY—Does anybody else know? Can it be provided fairly quickly? It is a fairly simple
figure.
Dr Press—Yes.
Senator MACKAY—Good. Whose final decision is it?
Dr Press—Ultimately?
Senator MACKAY—Yes.
Dr Press—The decision will have to be made at two levels: one is on the basis of risk assessment and the
services that are provided—and we will go through normal tendering processes to do that. Depending on
the cost of the exercise, we may or may not need to go to government to seek approval.
Senator MACKAY—So there is the capacity for determinative discretion within the division in relation to
this?
Dr Press—As there is in all contracting.
Senator MACKAY—That is not the case in a number of portfolios I deal with. For most of them, the
ultimate determinate is the minister.
Dr Press—Ultimately, the minister is responsible; that is correct.

Hansard 2005-2006
Senator ALLISON—I am just responding to the minister. If it is the same in 2006-07 or 2007-08 as the
current expenditure on science in the Antarctic, it would appear that the airstrip will make hardly any
difference.
Dr Press—In a general sense, there are two limitations to the ability to conduct science in Antarctica. One
is the logistics of getting there, and the other is the amount of resources that you have available. I think it is
fair to say that introducing intercontinental air transport will change the way that we use our facilities.
What will happen is that we will have people staying in Antarctica for shorter periods of time, which
means you can actually do more science by moving people in and out and changing them over. You can
have a larger number of individual projects occurring with the same amount of resources available. I think
that will happen in the near term. Long term, it also allows us to change the mix of logistics that we have
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and probably improve the amount of shipping that we have for marine science, and also make it more
efficient to conduct science on the continent itself.
Senator ALLISON—In terms of the size of these aircraft that will be going down, how many seats will be
on them?
Dr Press—The particular aircraft that we are looking at at the moment is a Bombardier Global Express,
which in passenger configuration carries around 19 people.
Senator ALLISON—So 19—one a week from October to February? Are they all going to be scientists
who are in the seats?
Dr Press—There will be a mixture of scientists and support staff. We of course need support staff in
Antarctica to ensure safe operations and the running of the stations.
Senator ALLISON—Are there any rules about who cannot go on these flights?
Dr Press—In a general sense, only people involved in the Australian Antarctic program are allowed to use
Australian Antarctic program facilities. But occasionally we have scientists from other countries travelling
with us who are conducting science under their own national programs. Occasionally, we have carried by
ship politicians and other people.
Senator ALLISON—So politicians will be entitled to go on these flights, too?
Dr Press—I have not actually made a consideration for that. I would presume that they would have the
same access to air transport as they do at the moment to shipping.
Senator ALLISON—Minister, is this really just a jaunt for parliamentarians to go to the Antarctic?
Senator Ian Campbell—When I went down to Hobart and to Kingston to the Antarctic Division, I made
particular reference to the fact that the division has had a program of ensuring that members of the federal
parliament who have an interest in the Antarctic program have been able, on a number of occasions, to
have a voyage on the Aurora Australis and to look at our bases. I have never had the opportunity to do that,
but I commended the division for its foresight in creating strong links with parliamentarians who are
interested in Antarctica. They have an annual photo exhibition up here. The Antarctic Division, through
the parliamentarians group for Antarctica, also have had dinners in the past. I have not been to one for
many years, sadly. I commended the division for their effective corporate relations on Capital Hill in
explaining to members of the parliament the success of the program and its importance. It certainly made it
easier for me as minister, when I came to ask for this enormous new investment, to have the necessary
political support for it. I think it is entirely appropriate that members of parliament, either from the Senate
estimates committees or from other committees of the parliament that have an interest in the environment
and science, are able to go and see the way that our program is conducted down there. The only way they
have been able to get to this Australian territory in the past has been through the ship. I would certainly be
encouraging the division to make seats available, as long as they are not excluding scientists or other
crucial logistical capabilities that we need, for parliamentarians to go down and see that. You can describe
that as a junket if you want, but I would say that it really is quite important for members of the parliament
to take a serious interest in what we are doing down there and to see how the over $194.56 million
investment of taxpayers’ money is being expended. That is entirely appropriate.
Senator ALLISON—Minister, I am not criticising the program for parliamentarians going down. I think
that is a very good thing, as you do. But just as the scientists’ passage down there will be made easier, so it
will for parliamentarians. It could be the case that all MPs would be keen to go down to the Antarctic. Do
you rule that out? If so, how do we determine how many are going? Is this airstrip essentially for
parliamentarians going to the Antarctic? That is what I am asking you.
Senator Ian Campbell—I think I just put a parameter on it on the run, Senator Allison. We certainly
would not want parliamentarians to be taking up seats that could be otherwise used productivity by
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scientists or other logistical requirements. We will develop a program that is sensible and legitimate and
does not see space taken up, as we have done in the past. I will make it very clear that, as the minister
responsible, I will be trying to get on one of the earlier flights, because I want to get down there and see
what we are doing. I am certainly putting up my hand to get down there as quickly as I can.
Senator ALLISON—But there are no rules at present time about how many—
Senator Ian Campbell—We will put in place appropriate protocols, but I think I have given you some
broad guidance. We would not want pollies to be knocking scientists out of seats.
Senator ALLISON—And do you rule out entirely this airstrip being used for tourism?
Senator Ian Campbell—No, I certainly would not do that, but it is certainly not our intention to do it. I
think it is silly to rule things out. We have got a two- or three-year job ahead of us to get the airstrip up and
running. But I make the point that the federal government’s program is based on science. The federal
government’s program and Antarctic territory is subject to the EPBC Act, the federal environmental law.
Any tourism operation within the Australian territory is subject to approval under that law. We have
significant tourism approval processes within the division now. A range of tourism operators interact with
the division. They need to go through rigorous approval processes. If at any stage in the future that strip
were to ever be considered for the use of tourism, then the federal law would have to be complied with. I
am reminded by Dr Press that there are currently airstrips being used elsewhere in Antarctica for tourism.
But that is not the reason we are putting the strip there. We are putting it there to get our scientists down
there and back safely and quickly.

Analysis – Airlink
In line with a more structured approach to critical discourse analysis as proposed by van Dijk
(1993) the following section will outline the participants in the AAD estimates hearings on
the Airlink topic. This will be followed by an analysis of the speech and communication acts
in the extracts of the estimates hearings on the Airlink topic and a discussion on the
macrosemantics of those extracts. The final analysis of these extracts will be based on the
application of the Benthamite lens on the extracts.

Participants, positions and roles
The following table outlines the various participants who contributed to the discourse on the
topic Airlink, their role in relation to the committee hearings, their position and the institution
they are representing. These tables show those who participated in the discussion on Airlink
included the Minister in 2001-2002 and 2005-2006, Government Senators, Opposition
Senators, Minor Party Senators (both Committee members and Participating Senators) and
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senior public servants including the Secretary of the Department and the Director of the
AAD.

Table 19: AAD – Actors (Airlink)
Actors: 2001-02
Name:

Role

Position

Institution

Senator Hill

Minister

Government Senator

Liberal Party

Senator Eggleston

Chair

Government Senator

Lib WA

Senator Calvert

Committee Member

Government Senator

Lib Tas

Senator Mackay

Participating Senator

Opposition Senator

ALP Tas

Mr Beale

Public Servant

Dept. Secretary

DEH

Dr Press

Public Servant

Director

AAD

Name:

Role

Position

Institution

Senator Bartlett

Committee Member

Minor Party Senator

Aust Dem. Qld

Dr Press

Public Servant

Director

AAD

Name:

Role

Position

Institution

Senator Wong

Participating Senator

Opposition Senator

ALP S.A.

Mr Borthwick

Public Servant

Dept. Secretary

DEH

Mr Pitt

Public Servant

Gen Mgr. Corporate

AAD

Name:

Role

Position

Institution

Senator Campbell

Minister

Government Senator

Lib

Senator Webber

Participating Senator

Opposition Senator

ALP WA

Senator Allison

Participating Senator

Minor Party Senator

Aust Dem. Vic

Dr Press

Public Servant

Director

AAD

Actors: 2003-04

Actors: 2004-05

Actors: 2005-06

Speech and Communication Acts
The main speech acts in this extract of the estimates hearings on the topic Airlinks were
generally delivered by the public servants when they either directly answered questions or
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provided clarification about the practicalities and operational aspects of the topic. Positive,
negative and neutral speech acts were used by the public servants and only a few one-word
responses were provided. However there were two occasions where the Minister delivered
major Grandstanding speech acts. In one of these occasions he was responding to the rather
baited question “Minister, is this really just a jaunt for parliamentarians to go to the
Antarctic?”. The Minister’s response resulted in a Grandstanding speech act filled with
phrases such as “I made particular reference ...”, “I have never ...”, “I commend ...”, “I would
certainly ...” and numerous other “positive self-presentation” (van Dijk 1993, p. 275)
communication acts. There were a few “negative other-presentation” (van Dijk 1993, p. 275)
communication acts including “You can describe that as a junket if you want” however the
majority of the grandstanding speech acts contained positive self-presentation communication
acts. There was very little use of other communication acts such as argumentation or rhetoric,
however the responses provided by the public servants were by nature quite specific and
coherent.

Macrosemantics
The topic Airlinks was raised during the estimates hearings, in 2001-02, by an Opposition
Senator from Tasmania who was participating in the hearings. In 2003-04 the topic was
raised by a Senator from a Minor Party who was a committee member and in 2004-05 and
2005-06 the topic was raised, respectively, by participating Senators from a Minor Party and
the Opposition.

The ability to control and change the topic is a key part of domination or the resistance to
(re)production of domination (van Dijk 1993, 2001). The degree of control of a topic is the
ability of an individual to maintain the focus on a particular topic and resist attempts by
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others to change the topic. The extract of the estimates hearings, from 2001-02, on the topic
Airlinks, indicates the majority of the discussion was led by the participating Opposition
Senator from Tasmania (23 instances) with the senior public servant participating with 17
instances and the Minister contributing with 7 instances. This is consistent with the structure
of the hearings to provide Senators an opportunity to ask questions and the senior public
servants responding with occasional input from the Minister. In the extract of the estimates
hearings, from 2005-06, on the topic Airlinks the majority of the discussion was led by the
participating Minor Party Senator (9 instances) with the senior public servant participating
with 5 instances and the Minister with 4 instances. It is interesting to note the total number of
words spoken by the participating Minor Party Senator (224) was only one third of the total
number spoken by the Minister (677) due to the grandstanding speech acts of the Minister.
This indicates a level of control over the discussion.
Benthamite Lens
The extracts from the estimates hearings on the topic Airlink reflect a number of Bentham’s
ideas, particularly his thoughts on publicity which Bentham also referred to as transparent
management and principles of management (Gallhofer & Haslam, 1994a). A key component
of publicity is the preparation and provision of documents, including reports and tabulations
from which the performance of legislatures and office-holders could be assessed. The above
extract included discussions on the availability of certain reports, such as the report on the
scoping study of the air transport to the Antarctic which would provide additional
information, clarity, including estimated pricing of and possible locations for the airstrip.
The discussion also covered the effectiveness, another focus of Bentham in his thoughts on
the principles of management, of implementing the Airlink.
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Bentham was also interested in the identification and allocation of specific responsibilities
particularly of office-holders in public or “semi-public” (Gallhofer & Haslam 1994a)
organisations. In the estimates discussion one of the senior department officers, Dr Press,
explained that “ultimately, the Minister is responsible” reflecting Bentham’s thoughts on
Ministers being “responsible for the performance of their duties” (Collis, 1985, p. 153).

Another of Bentham’s interests was the public interest and the protection of the public
interest. The discussion during the estimates on who will be able to use the Airlink to travel
to the Antarctic is based along the notion of public good, that is, the funds are being used for
the community rather than for the benefit of specific individuals (management) and in turn
this discussion provides an example of Bentham’s publicity as it makes clear the appropriate
use of the program implemented by the government using “over $194.56 million investment
of taxpayers’ money”. The focus on publicity and the questioning of the public good
reinforces the role of the committee hearings as an example of a tool of control and
surveillance.

The next section discusses the topic of Budget Processes under the Measures theme.

Measures – Budget processes
The topic Budgeting processes was a key topic of review and discussion in the AAD
estimates hearings for 2002-03 and 2003-04. The discussion on the Budgeting processes
primarily focuses on providing clarity on the rationale for funds as well as the methods used
to determine the amount of funds required for particular purposes. The following is the
selected extract of the discussions on the topic of Budgeting processes from the 2003-04
estimates hearings.
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AAD Hansard extracts – Budget processes
Hansard 2003-2004
Senator WONG—There is just one thing I could ask this division about. It is in relation to shipping
support for Australia’s Antarctic programs. There is a reference to it at page 135 of Budget Paper No. 2.
My recollection is that the minister issued a release on budget night announcing new funding of, I think,
$69.6 million for Antarctic shipping. The reference at page 135 suggests that this funding has already been
included in the forward estimates. Can you explain where the money is actually coming from?
Mr Beale—The program cannot be funded until the government decides that it is funded, but the
Department of Finance and Administration made a judgment, in putting together its forward estimates, that
it was likely that the government would approve this funding. Hence there were figures in the forward
estimates, but no money was actually provided until the government made the decision in the budget to
make a new policy decision to provide the funds. Normally, if we look ahead at any budget, the forward
estimates decline. We know that that is because program funds are provided typically for a three- or fouryear period for the life of the estimates and then reviewed. To ensure that the outgoing bottom line is not
too far off reality, Finance allows for that in two ways. Either they include it in the forward contingency
fund or they include it as a pressure against the particular line. In this case, Finance had anticipated that the
government would approve the continuation of the shipping program and had included it in the forward
estimates.
Senator WONG—Is that standard practice?
Mr Beale—Yes, it is standard practice.
Senator WONG—One includes money where that has not been approved by your minister?
Mr Beale—Yes, if it is a recognised pressure, and that is a matter for judgment by the department of
finance.
Senator WONG—So how long has provision for this $69-odd million been in the forward estimates?
Mr Beale—I am not sure when it was inserted, whether it was last year or earlier.
Senator WONG—So it is not really new funding?
Mr Beale—It is new funding. Until the government decides to actually provide that funding, we have no
authorisation to seek it. But the department of finance, anticipating that this pressure would be met, had
built it already into the forward estimates for future planning purposes. If they think it is probable but less
likely, there are usually funds provided in the contingency area of the budget for meeting emerging
pressures.
Senator WONG—But, from the taxpayers’ perspective, it has been in the forward estimates since last
year and it is money that is notionally allocated to this portfolio. It just seems a bit strange that it is there,
but then it is announced on budget night as new funding when it actually is not new funding.
Mr Beale—From the taxpayers’ point of view, the forward estimates are simply that. They are estimates
of likely levels of government expenditure over the four years ahead of the budget. That is not turned into
a demand on the taxpayer until the parliament addresses the appropriation requirements. That required in
this case a decision by government.
Senator WONG—I understand that we are not talking about taxpayers’ money actually spent. I’m just
making the point that the minister comes out and says that this is new funding when actually this money
has been allocated I think, on your evidence, for at least two financial years to this portfolio.
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Mr Beale—I think I have explained to you why both of those statements are correct.
Senator WONG—I appreciate that is the process; I am just saying that it is not actually new funding. It is
simply announcing funding that is already allocated and in place.
Mr Beale—Until we have that approval from the government, that funding is not approved. It was a new
policy proposal that we had to take through the budget process which Finance anticipated we would win
and, therefore, was in the forward estimates.
Senator WONG—I am not suggesting that you have done anything wrong. I understand that that is the
department’s perspective. I am just suggesting that, from the public’s perspective, it is a bit of a misleading
claim to be saying that this is new funding when you have had it allocated for, on your evidence, two
financial years.
Mr Beale—I would simply say that what we have described and the way it is described in the budget
papers and in the announcements is precisely accurate.
Senator WONG—So is there a lot of other funding that has been allocated but not yet been agreed by the
ministers in this budget?
Mr Beale—I am sure there would be across the breadth of the budget, yes.
Senator WONG—Perhaps we can go through that today.
Mr Beale—You ask the questions and we will answer them.
Senator WONG—I may hold you to that, Mr Beale!
CHAIR—I am sure Mr Beale will answer your questions to the best of his abilities.
Senator CROSSIN—Maybe if you did not say ‘accurately’.

Analysis – Budget Processes
The following section will outline the participants in the AAD estimates hearings on the
Budget processes topic. This will be followed by analysis of speech and communication acts
of extracts of the estimates hearings on the Budget processes topic and a discussion on the
macrosemantics of those extracts.

Participants, positions and roles
The following table outlines the various participants who contributed to the discourse on the
topic Budget processes, their role in relation to the committee hearings, their position and the
institution which they are representing. These tables show those involved in the discussion
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on Budget processes included only Opposition Senators (none of whom were Committee
members) and senior public servants including the Secretary of the Department in 2003-2004.
The Minister, Government and Minor Party Senators and Committee members (besides the
Acting Chair) did not participate in the estimates hearing discussions on the topic Budget
processes.

Table 20: AAD – Actors (Budget Processes)
Actors: 2002-03
Name:

Role

Position

Institution

Senator Carr

Participating Senator

Opposition Senator

ALP Vic

Dr Press

Public Servant

Director

AAD

Name:

Role

Position

Institution

Senator Tchen

Acting Chair

Government Senator

Lib Vic

Senator Wong

Participating Senator

Opposition Senator

ALP Sth Aust

Senator Crossin

Participating Senator

Opposition Senator

ALP N.T.

Mr Beale

Public Servant

Dept. Secretary

DEH

Actors: 2003-04

Speech and Communication Acts
The speech acts in this extract of the estimates hearings on the topic Budget processes were,
much like those in the discussion of the topic Airlinks, based around seeking information and
providing clarification on the topic.

The speech acts in this extract included positive,

negative and neutral speech acts used by the public servants to address the questions raised
by participating Senators.

However the questions asked by one of the participating

Opposition Senators in 2003-04 take a particularly negative approach questioning the validity
of particular disclosures.

The communication act used by this Senator is primarily

argumentative trying to show that the process could be seen to be both misleading and
lacking transparency as evidenced by the following:
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“I am just suggesting that, from the public’s perspective, it is a bit of a misleading
claim to be saying that this is new funding when you have had it allocated for, on your
evidence, two financial years”.

Macrosemantics
The topic Budget processes was raised during the estimates hearings, in 2002-03 and 200304, by Opposition Senators participating in the hearings. Both of these Senators were senior
members of the Opposition party and both became senior Ministers when the Opposition won
the 2007 Federal election.

The extract of the estimates hearings, from 2003-04, on the topic Budget processes indicates
the discussion was led by the participating Opposition Senator (12 instances) with the senior
public servant participating with 11 instances primarily to address specific questions asked by
the participating Opposition Senator. There was no input into this discussion from either the
Minister or any other Government Senator.

Benthamite Lens
The discussions on the topic Budget Processes reflects two key areas of interest to Bentham,
publicity and the use of language to assist in reducing confusion and increasing transparency
and clarity. For example the extract included the discussion between Senator Wong and
departmental officers on when taxpayer funds (another reference to public interest) have
actually been allocated to the department. The discussion seems to go around in circles due
to the combination of terms such as appropriations, forward estimates and budget estimates
(sometimes used interchangeably) without any real clarity provided ie have funds been
allocated or does the department plan to apply for the funds in the future. This circular
discussion results in Senator Wong stating “I am just suggesting that, from the public’s
perspective, it is a bit of a misleading claim to be saying that this is new funding when you
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have had it allocated for, on your evidence, two financial years”. While Bentham was more
interested in sentences than individual terms as units of analysis for demystifying language
(Martin 1997) the discussion in the estimates is consistent with Bentham’s concern on the
terms used in the Italian method which he stated “… whatsoever the may be the advantage
derivable from the method, never can it compensate for the evil inseparably attached to the
unintelligibility of the phraseology (vol. 5, p. 383).

The next section discusses the topic of Mineral Mining under the Policy theme.

Policy -Mineral Mining
Signatories of the Antarctic Treaty, which includes Australia, adopted the Madrid Protocol in
1991 which sets out to provide “comprehensive protection of Antarctica” (AAD 2010). The
Madrid Protocol was developed “in response to proposals that the wide range of provisions
relating to protection of the Antarctic environment should be harmonised in a comprehensive
and legally binding form” (AAD 2010). One of the key foci of the Madrid Protocol is the
banning of mining in the Antarctic.

“The Madrid Protocol prohibits mining. The ban is of indefinite duration and strict
rules for modifying the ban are provided. In brief, the prohibition can be modified at
any time if all parties agree. If requested, after 50 years a review conference may
decide to modify the mining prohibition, provided that at least 3/4 of the current
Consultative Parties agree, a legal regime for controlling mining is in force, and the
sovereign interests of parties are safeguarded. Consistent with the Antarctic Treaty, a
party may choose to withdraw from the Protocol if a modification so agreed does not
subsequently enter into force” (AAD 2010).
Irrespective of the Madrid Protocol the prospect and potential of mining minerals in the
Antarctic was raised in the AAD estimates hearings for 2006-07 as a the result of the
following comments made by one of the Government Senators, Barnaby Joyce after his trip
in 2006, as a member of the parliament's External Territories Committee, to the Antarctic .
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“There’s minerals there, there’s gold, there’s iron ore, there’s coal, there’s huge fish
resources and what you have to ask is: ‘Do I turn my head and allow another country
to exploit my resource ... or do I position myself in such a way as I’m going to exploit
it myself before they get there” (Hansard 2006-07).

This issue sparked some very lively and interesting discussion particularly when examining
the theme of Policy. The extract of the Hansard texts analysed, in relation to the topic
Mineral Mining follows.

AAD Hansard extracts – Mineral Mining
Hansard 2006-2007
Senator WORTLEY—You would be familiar with Senator Joyce’s comments—and just to refresh your
memory, I will read them—when he said: There’s minerals there, there’s gold, there’s iron ore, there’s coal,
there’s huge fish resources and what you have to ask is: ‘Do I turn my head and allow another country to exploit my
resource ... or do I position myself in such a way as I’m going to exploit it myself before they get there’. Perhaps

Senator Joyce was not aware of the Madrid protocol at the time he said that.
Senator JOYCE—I was fully aware of the Madrid protocol.
Senator WORTLEY—Would you be able to explain to the committee the quality of the minerals of
commercial value in the Antarctic?
Dr Press—I would have to take that on notice. That is a bit of a movable feast. As a matter of fact, I was
reading the 1978 Central Intelligence Agency atlas of Antarctica just last week, and it goes into—
Senator Ian Campbell—As you do.
Dr Press—As one does.
Senator WORTLEY—Bed-time reading?
Dr Press—Look, it is absolutely fascinating. It has a whole chapter on the mineral resources of Antarctica.
I would have to refer specifically to the information that Geoscience Australia has. I could get that for you,
but, to make a point that I made before, exploitation of minerals in Antarctica is prohibited under the
Madrid protocol. I can certainly take that on notice and give you a summary of what the mineral resources
may be. Most of Antarctica is, of course, under metres of ice—an average of three kilometres of ice—
across the entire continent, and only one per cent of Antarctica is ice-free. It is an extrapolation to try to
define the minerals that may occur under the ice sheet.
Senator Ian Campbell—To be quite frank, I would be deeply troubled if we had to take a question like
that on notice. The Australian government supports the Madrid protocol, and there will not be any mining
in Antarctica. The division has a lot of responsibilities to protect the environment and to help me in the
lead up to the International Whaling Commission meeting at St Kitts. I really do not want my departmental
people and senior officers of Dr Press’s calibre to be hunting around on this. I do not think we really need
it, do we? We could give you a reference to the book, or something. It is probably a bit of fun, but it is a
waste of time for my staff and we just do not need it.
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Senator WORTLEY—It was one of your government senators who suggested that mining in the
Antarctic was the way to go.
Senator JOYCE—No, I do not think that is correct. Whaling is also prohibited in the Antarctic and our
territories, but they are doing it nonetheless. I was suggesting we deal with the realities of where the world
is going, and I refer you again to the James Mulvenon report on territorial and resource ambitions of
countries such as China. If you have a read of that, you might want to change your opinion.
CHAIR—I suppose the internet would have some reference, which might give you some indication.
Senator WORTLEY—There is an Australian Antarctic Division web site, but I was interested in the
department’s position on that.
Senator Ian Campbell—I inform the committee that the question will not be taken on notice.
Senator WORTLEY—So you do not authorise the department to—
Senator Ian Campbell—No, I am saying that we will not take that on notice.
Senator WORTLEY—Okay, then. Let us move on. What would be the impact of mining in the
Antarctic?
Senator BOB BROWN—Chair, just a point of clarification: is it up to the minister to not take a question
on notice?
CHAIR—The senator can seek to put the question on notice. Whether or not the minister feels that it is—
Senator Ian Campbell—I will direct my division, through the secretary, not to waste its time on this sort
of—
CHAIR—a proper matter for his department to engage in research into that is a matter for the minister and
the department.
Senator BOB BROWN—Indeed, that is right.
Senator WORTLEY—Thank you, Minister, but can I just say that one of your government senators who
has been on a trip to the Antarctic has come back. He has made comments, and I will go back to those:
“There’s minerals there, there’s gold, there’s iron ore, there’s coal, there’s huge fish ... “... do I turn my head and
allow another country exploit my resource or do I position myself in such a way as I’m going to exploit it myself
before they get there?” That was a government senator. So I am just concerned that I have not heard the

government come up and say anything in response to Senator Joyce’s comments.
Senator Ian Campbell—Well, you must be—
Senator JOYCE—I have them. I have the response!
Senator WORTLEY—No, I am talking about—
Senator Ian Campbell—There was a tremendous movie back in the 1970s—when the Labor Party wrote
the policies that it has today on a whole range of issues—called Tommy, with a ‘deaf, dumb and blind kid’.
We did respond. I have responded again today, and I have said that—
Senator WORTLEY—Excuse me, Chair, if I could finish—
CHAIR—Through the Chair, everybody.
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Senator WORTLEY—I was saying that I have not heard the minister here today respond to Senator
Joyce’s comments.
CHAIR—But what you have heard from the minister and the department saying there will not be mining.
Senator Ian Campbell—The minister has made statements today and on other occasions to say that we
were leaders in putting together the Madrid protocol. In fact, it was one John Winston Howard as Leader
of the Opposition who stood up in the parliament and moved a motion, with the support of one young
Christopher Puplick, opposing the Hawke government’s proposal to enter into discussions about an
Antarctic mining treaty. The Hawke government was negotiating a mining treaty—
Senator JOYCE—Oh!
Senator Ian Campbell—and one younger John Winston Howard got up and said, ‘No, we shouldn’t do
this; we should ban mining in Antarctica.’
Senator Ian Campbell—And as a result the Labor Party then changed its policy, came to its senses—
Senator McLUCAS—I think we might be rewriting history, Minister.
Senator WORTLEY—Thank you! I would like to move on to the next question. Has any staff time been
dedicated to investigating—
Senator Ian Campbell—Being asked by a senator whose name Mr Beazley could not even remember.
Senator WORTLEY—the feasibility of the exploration of Antarctica for the retrieval of minerals?
Dr Press—Could you ask that question again, Senator?
Senator WORTLEY—Has any staff time been dedicated to investigating the feasibility of the exploration
of Antarctica for the mining of minerals?
Dr Press—From my department, in the history of my involvement in the Australian Antarctic Division,
zero.
Senator WORTLEY—And how long has that been?
Dr Press—Seven years. But I would say that that would apply all the way back to our time—
Senator Ian Campbell—As a division.
Dr Press—negotiating the Madrid protocol.
Senator WORTLEY—Is the department aware of any other countries investigating the possibilities of
mining in the Antarctic?
Dr Press—I am also the chairman of the Committee for Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty.
As far as I know, there are no countries investigating Antarctica for mining. The reason is that all of the
countries that are signatories to the Antarctic Treaty and the Madrid protocol accept the provisions of the
Madrid protocol.
Senator McLUCAS—It has been put to me that the quality of the mineralisation and the potentiality of
mining in Antarctica are very low. I think Senator Wortley’s request is quite reasonable in that context. If
Senator Joyce is suggesting that we should stand in line to make sure we mine something, surely it is
useful for this committee to understand whether or not there is in fact anything there that can legitimately
be mined and what the barriers are to it. Is it because the stuff is not of any quality or because it is so far
away? I think that is reasonable for this committee to understand.
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Senator Ian Campbell—I think you are totally wrong. I think it would be quite stupid for a committee of
the parliament to get some officials from the Australian Antarctic Division— whose central remit is to
protect Antarctica for the benefit of science and peace—when the head of the Antarctic Division has told
the committee that we have not spent any resource minutes on this issue over the last seven years, except
the time that we are now wasting before the committee, who have other duties to protect the Antarctica
environment, to go off on what is a quite stupid and inane political hunt to humour a couple of Labor Party
politicians, who should probably go and spend their own time trying to develop some policies, to get out of
the 1970s, to get into the new millennium and to get on with business.
Senator McLUCAS—Mr Press, does the CIA document—beautifully named—you referred to earlier talk
about the extent of prospectivity in Antarctica?
Dr Press—It just has a chapter on mineralisation.
Senator McLUCAS—Is that a public document?
Dr Press—Yes.
Senator McLUCAS—Could you provide us with the name of that document and how we can locate it?
Senator Ian Campbell—Senator Wortley has a taxpayer funded computer sitting in front of her. I suggest
she go to Google, AltaVista or somewhere else and just look it up. Do some work. Do not waste this
department’s time with this stupid political game. Mr Chairman, could we try to move to some serious
questions now?
Senator WORTLEY—Chair, I would like to respond to that.
Senator Ian Campbell—I am not going to allow my division’s time to be wasted by this political game.
CHAIR—Senator Wortley, from the chair, I do think the minister and his officials have covered the
government’s position on this very clearly.
Senator Ian Campbell—They have got a serious job of protecting the environment and saving whales,
and this senator wants to divert resources to this political idiocy.
Senator WORTLEY—No, I was trying to make a point.
CHAIR—You may do so, but just let me finish.
Senator Ian Campbell—You have made your point. You have had your fun. Let us get some serious
questions on the environment. Maybe Senator Brown could ask a question.
CHAIR—The position of the government on mining Antarctica and mineralisation has been made quite
clear. I do not think there is much in productive activity in pursuing this avenue any further. So I would
suggest we move on.
Senator WORTLEY—I would like to respond to the minister’s comment. We have got a government
senator who went to the Antarctic, spent time there, came out—
CHAIR—This is the game, isn’t it, but it is not really to do with estimates.
Senator WORTLEY—No, it is not about that.
Senator Ian Campbell—You are like a broken record. You are sawing sawdust.
Senator WORTLEY—Minister, my understanding is—
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Senator Ian Campbell—Mr Chairman, I take a point of order. This is tedious repetition.
Senator WORTLEY—It is not.
Senator Ian Campbell—It is against Senate standing orders. This is the third time you have said the same
thing. It is sawing sawdust. It is like a broken record. Could you rule on my point of order, Mr Chairman?
Tedious repetition is against Senate standing orders. Could you please make a ruling.
CHAIR—I have to say that I agree with that point. This issue has been covered very clearly by the
minister and his officials, and I think we should move on.
Senator McLUCAS—Mr Chair, on the point of order, the reason Senator Wortley has had to repeat the
question is that she has not—
Senator IAN CAMPBELL—Mr Chairman, you have ruled on a point of order. The only thing that a
senator can now do is move a motion to basically take a—
Senator McLUCAS—Chair, I have the point of order.
Senator Ian Campbell—It is not a classroom; you do not have to stand up.
CHAIR—Please, you do not have to stand up.
Senator Ian Campbell—The chairman has made a ruling.
Senator McLUCAS—To get some attention, I am sorry, I had to stand up.
CHAIR—I saw you.
Senator McLUCAS—But you did not stop the interjector.
Senator Ian Campbell—Mr Chairman, the senator will now have to move a motion of—
CHAIR—Senator Campbell is making the point that a point of order was accepted.
Senator WORTLEY—I have a question for the department. Can we move on?
Senator McLUCAS—I was speaking on the point of order which you had not ruled on.
CHAIR—I did. I said I accepted the minister’s point. That was quite clear, I thought.
Senator Ian Campbell—The senator will need to move dissent if she does not agree with your ruling.
Senator BOB BROWN—What a shemozzle.
Senator McLUCAS—This is not a good way to start the Senate estimates in environment, I am afraid.
CHAIR—It is not. I agree with that. But let us move on to something more productive.
Senator McLUCAS—It is a simple question.
CHAIR—We have covered it, though—
Senator RONALDSON—Chair, you have ruled on the point of order; let us just move on.
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CHAIR—and you are digging around looking for extra little points, basically to try to embarrass the
government because of the comments that Senator Joyce made after his visits to the Antarctic. The
government’s position has been made crystal clear. There is no point in pursuing this any more, so let us
move on. We only have a limited amount of time, I remind you, and a very long agenda.
Senator WORTLEY—I would like to comment on the minister’s accusations on taxpayers’ money in
research. My question was on minerals of commercial value in Antarctica.
CHAIR—We have covered this, Senator Wortley.
Senator WORTLEY—And the reason I put the question was that I have done some research—and I am
sure that Senator Joyce could have done the same research, prior to or during his trip to the Antarctic—and
found that the position, for mining purposes, is that it would not be viable. So I was trying to place where a
government senator was going in relation to this, and I wanted to hear from Dr Press what research or
information the department had in relation to that comment.
Senator IAN CAMPBELL—You have heard three times now that the department has no interest in
mining.
Senator WORTLEY—Minister, it was to the department; it was to Dr Press.
Senator IAN CAMPBELL—We have no interest in this area. We have signed the Madrid protocol. We
are leaders in the Madrid protocol. We head the conservation committee. You are digging yourself
deeper—to draw a mining analogy—into this hole you have dug yourself. I suggest we move on to other
questions. You have a roomful of some of the best environmental experts anywhere in the world; I am sure
there are questions you could ask them that would add to the sum total of human knowledge of
environmental and heritage issues. You have highly-paid officers here from one of the most effective
departments of the environment anywhere in the world and you are asking idiotic questions that are
irrelevant because we support the Madrid protocol.
CHAIR—Thank you, Minister. I think everything the minister said is very relevant. I do think we should
move on. This issue has been covered. It is purely a political game in respect of Senator Joyce’s comments
on mining. Let us move on. The government’s position is quite clear.
Senator McLUCAS—Defensive.
Senator BOB BROWN—Dr Press, on the matter of Senator Joyce’s visit and his comments about the
prospect of mining in Antarctica, my information is that that sent a ripple of very deep concern indeed
through the Antarctic Division. Did you pick up any of that concern?
Dr Press—I would not have said that there was a deep ripple of concern.
Senator BOB BROWN—There wasn’t?
Dr Press—No. I think the staff understood the comment that was made. But our mandate is entirely clear.
Senator BOB BROWN—Yes, I know that. But a senator made comments about Australia proceeding to
look at mining in Antarctica—
CHAIR—We have actually ruled on this, Senator Brown, and the government’s position is pretty clear.
Senator BOB BROWN—and the feedback to me has been that there was very deep concern within the
division. Are you telling me that there was not?
Senator PATTERSON—With all due respect, Chair, that is not an estimates question, you have ruled on
it, and the minister has made very clear the government’s position on this issue. I think we should move on
to the next question.
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Senator BOB BROWN—I am asking about concern in the department. That is a new question—
Senator PATTERSON—It is not an estimates question.
Senator BOB BROWN—and I want to hear the answer.
Senator RONALDSON—Chair, I think the minister needs to be aware of Senator Brown’s line of—
Senator BOB BROWN—He should be at the table, if that is the case.
CHAIR—I do not see that this relates to a policy issue, Senator Brown. It is not a matter of development
of policy. We have covered this matter. Again, it is simply looking for a political issue. So let us move on
to more productive things.

Analysis – Mineral Mining
The following discussion will include outlining the participants in the AAD estimates
hearings on the Mineral Mining topic followed by an analysis of speech and communication
acts of extracts of the estimates hearings on the Mineral Mining topic and a discussion on the
macrosemantics of those extracts.

Participants, positions and roles
The following table outlines the various participants who contributed to the discourse on the
topic Mineral Mining, their role in relation to the committee hearings, their position and the
institution which they are representing. This table shows a broad spread of those involved in
the discussion on Mineral Mining including the Minister, Government Senators, Opposition
senators, Minor Party Senators (both Committee members and Participating Senators) and a
senior public servant.
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Table 21: AAD – Actors (Mineral Mining)
Actors: 2006-07
Name:

Role

Position

Institution

Senator Campbell

Minister

Government Senator

Lib

Senator Eggleston

Chair

Government Senator

Lib WA

Senator Joyce

Participating Senator

Government Senator

Nat Qld

Senator Ronaldson

Committee Member

Government Senator

Lib Vic

Senator Patterson

Committee Member

Government Senator

Lib Vic

Senator Wortley

Committee Member

Opposition Senator

ALP Sth Aust

Senator McLucas

Participating Senator

Opposition Senator

ALP Qld

Senator Bob Brown

Participating Senator

Minor Party Senator

Greens Tas

Dr Press

Public Servant

Director

AAD

Speech and Communication Acts
The topic of Mineral Mining has been classified as part of the theme Policy (refer Chapter 5)
and, unlike the topics Airlinks and Budget processes under the theme Measures, it is expected
the speech and communication acts will be more heated as the discussion on the topic relates
to the differing ideology of the various participants.

The speech acts in this extract of the Hansard hearings were primarily negative speech acts
and grandstanding speech acts. There was little evidence of speech acts to seek clarification
or information on the delivery of government policy rather the focus was on government
policy. The discussion could be summarised as a political argument (certainly not debate)
with one side doggedly pursuing a line of questions on a topic the other side considered a
non-event. In short it comes across as a political exercise to damage the credibility of the
other side. The impact of this activity on public sector financial accountability is discussed in
Chapter 7.
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The communication acts used in the production of this discourse ranged from argument, to
rhetoric, humour, sarcasm and in some instances insulting. The communication acts used in
particular instances were often determined by to who the question, comment or response was
being delivered and by who. For example early in the discussion the Minister tried to shut
down the discussion on the topic
Senator Ian Campbell—To be quite frank, I would be deeply troubled if we had to
take a question like that on notice. The Australian government supports the Madrid
protocol, and there will not be any mining in Antarctica.

The Minister continued with his view this topic was really a non-issue and again tried to
extend his authority to shut down the discussion:
Senator Ian Campbell—No, I am saying that we will not take that on notice.
Senator Ian Campbell—I will direct my division, through the secretary, not to waste
its time on this sort of—
However one of the Minor Party Senators challenged his authority to make this directive.

Senator BOB BROWN—Chair, just a point of clarification: is it up to the minister to
not take a question on notice?

In spite of the Minister’s comments and statements, other Senators, both committee members
and participating Senators, from the Opposition and Minor Parties continued asking questions
and making comments about the prospect of mining in the Antarctic.

Occasionally the discussion degenerated into senators being quite rude by interrupting other
members as well as using insulting analogies.
Senator WORTLEY—No, I am talking about—
Senator Ian Campbell—There was a tremendous movie back in the 1970s—when
the Labor Party wrote the policies that it has today on a whole range of issues—called
Tommy, with a ‘deaf, dumb and blind kid’. We did respond. I have responded again
today, and I have said that—
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Senator WORTLEY—Excuse me, Chair, if I could finish—

The use of metaphors by the Minister was also common to construct and/or support his attack
on the discussion of the topic including “You are like a broken record. You are sawing
sawdust”.

The use and selection of particular words and phrases were also used to either resist or exert
control of the discussion. The Minister on a number of occasions suggested senators asking
questions about the topic of mineral mining were wasting time (both the committee’s and the
department’s) by asking “stupid” and “idiotic” questions with “tedious repletion” which were
nothing more than an “inane political hunt to humour a couple of Labor Party politicians”.
The formal politeness of this committee hearing was missing during the discussions on this
topic.

Macrosemantics
The topic Mineral Mining was raised during the estimates hearings, in 2006-07, by an
Opposition Senator who was also a committee member. This topic raised much discussion
involving eight Senators all of whom had relatively strong views on the topic. In line with
van Dijk’s (1993, 2001) and Leitch and Palmer’s (2010) views that the control of a topic is a
key component in the (re)production of dominance over others or the resistance of dominance
this extract very vividly demonstrates this notion. The participating Government Senators, in
particular the Minister, repeatedly tried to change the topic by explaining there really wasn’t
anything to discuss and that the topic was a non-event not worth spending his, the public
service officers nor the committee’s time in discussing. The concern over changing the topic
was evidenced by the Chair of the committee, also a Government senator, who concluded the
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discussion on the topic of Mineral Mining with “It is not a matter of development of policy.
We have covered this matter. Again, it is simply looking for a political issue. So let us move
on to more productive things”. However despite the Government Senators trying to shut
down the discussion on this topic the Non-Government Senators continually brought the
discussion back to the topic through their questions.

The extract of the estimates hearings on the topic Mineral mining (refer Appendix 6.3)
indicates there were eight Senators, five from the Government (including the Chair), two
from the Opposition and one Minor Party Senator, and one public servant who participated in
the discussion on Mineral mining. The following table indicates the level of participation of
the Senators and public servants in the discussion on the topic of Mineral mining.

Table 22: AAD – Summary of Actors/Instances (Mineral Mining)
Role
Position
Instances
Minister

Government Senator

27

Chair

Government Senator

20

Participating Senator

Government Senator

4

Committee Member

Government Senator

2

Committee Member

Government Senator

2

Committee Member

Opposition Senator

26

Participating Senator

Opposition Senator

13

Participating Senator

Minor Party Senator

10

Public Servant

Director

12

The above table indicates the discussion on the topic Mineral Mining was not based on
seeking information or clarification on the delivery of government policy, as evidenced by
the limited input from the public servant, rather the discussion was based more on policy and
ideology.
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Benthamite Lens
The main Benthamite focus of the extract from the hearings estimates on the topic Mineral
Mining is the public good/interest in protecting environment in the Antarctica from the
possibility of extracting the Antarctic’s natural resources. The discussion centres around
trying to confirm what one government Senator, Senator Joyce, actually meant by his
comments on the abundance of the Antarctic’s natural resources and his questioning on
whether Australia should position itself to exploit these resources in preference to allowing
other countries the opportunity. Even though it is not currently legally possible for the
government to act upon Senator Joyce’s suggested action this is not considered relevant in the
discussion. Through a Benthamite lens the fact that Australia is a signatory to the Madrid
Protocol and that exploitation of resources would be contrary to government policy as
indicated in the agreed outcomes of the government organisation, are ignored for the opinions
and conjecture of the participants in the hearings. While Senator Joyce did make those
comments, they are just his opinions and Bentham would have us ignore the opinions for the
facts (Burns & Hart 1988; Gallhofer & Haslam 1994a; 1994b; Hume 1970).

The following section covers the CDA of the selected extracts from the estimates Hansards of
the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority.

Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority - Introduction
The Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority (GBRMPA), as introduced in Chapter 1, is a
Commonwealth authority and statutory agency (PBS 2008a, p. 5), responsible for the
management of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park. This responsibly includes working
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towards “the marine park’s long-term protection and ecological sustainability” (GBRMPA
2010).

The GBRMPA is appropriated departmental funds in order to carry out their operations to
achieve its stated objectives. These funds are appropriated specifically to deliver government
agreed services such as undertaking research on the coral bleaching and issuing “permits to
undertake commercial activities in the marine park” (GBRMPA 2010). The following table
shows the level of funding the GBRMPA has received over the period 2001-02 to 2007-08.

Table 23: Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority Budget Estimates 2001-02 to 2007
-08
Budget Estimates
$000's

2001-02

2002-03

2003-04

2004-05

2005-06

2006-07

2007-08

Departmental
Appropriations

25,825

23,369

22,747

23,394

22,844

24,017

29,716

Other Revenue

5,926

7,821

7,815

15,227

15,201

15,094

16,533

Total Revenue
Contribution of Dept.
Approp.

31,751

81.3%

31,190

74.9%

30,562

74.4%

38,621

60.6%

38,045

60.0%

39,111

61.4%

46,249

64.3%

The table shows that the proportion of total revenues contributed by the government
appropriations decreased (74.4% to 60.6%) in the financial year 2004-05 even though the
actual dollar amount of funds appropriated to the GBRMPA from Government remained
relatively constant. This decrease was due to a doubling of the amount of other revenue
which includes Grant Revenue from related entities, Queensland Government contributions
to the day–to–day management of the GBRMPA and funds from Reef Education and
Communication.

From 2004-05 the GBRMPA received additional Grant revenue of

approximately $7m for specific programmes including Education about the new Zoning Plan;
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Enforcement and Compliance for the new Zoning Plan; and Reef Water Quality Protection
Plan Monitoring (DEWHA 2005).

The government departmental appropriations the GBRMPA receives include, a Special
Appropriation which “reflects the amount of environmental management charge collected
from visitors to the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park and holders of chargeable permissions
within the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park” (DEWHA 2008a , p. 224). The Great Barrier
Reef Marine Park Act 1975 requires the monies collected by the GBRMPA to be paid into the
Official Public Account and via the Special Appropriations the funds collected by the
GBRMPA are returned to the GBRMPA (DEWHA 2008a).

In 2001-02 the amount of the

Special Appropriation was $6.0m and by 2007-08 the amount of the appropriation had
increased to $8.2m.

Selected texts
As outlined above in the AAD section the selection of texts for CDA “is ... a critical
component of any method associated with CDA” (Leitch & Palmer 2010, p. 1196). The
extracts of the estimates hearings on the GBRMPA selected for this section of the study was
based on some of the themes and topics identified in Chapter 5. The topics selected include
Water Quality and Environmental Management Charge (EMC) under the theme Measures,
and under the theme Policy the topics of Governance and Shale Oil Mining were included.
The following sections include an analysis of the selected extracts of the texts for GBRMPA.
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Measures - Water Quality
The issue of Water Quality is a key area of focus of the GBRMPA and was a key topic of
review and discussion in the GBRMPA estimates hearings for 2001-02, 2004-05 and 200607.

The Water Quality program is based on improving the quality of the water and

addressing the threats to the quality of the water in, and water entering, the Great Barrier Reef
Marine Park.

The threats include, but are not limited to, fertiliser runoff, aquaculture

discharge, sewage waste discharge from vessels and pollution caused by the use of
antifouling agents in hull paints (GBRMPA 2010b).

The extract of the Hansard texts analysed, in relation to the topic Water Quality 2001-02 and
2004-05 follows.

GBRMPA Hansard extracts – Water Quality
Hansard 2001-2002
Senator BOLKUS—Since that communique of 1997 linking water quality and dugong survival, what
research has been commissioned on that?
Ms Chadwick—In terms of water quality and dugong specifically?
Senator BOLKUS—Water quality was identified some four years ago, in 1997, as being an issue for
dugong survival. You have told us you are taking it seriously. What research have you commissioned?
Ms Chadwick—We have contributed many millions of dollars to the study of water quality in the GBR.
Not only have we been looking at sedimentation; we have been monitoring chlorophyll; we have been
looking at nitrogen levels; we have been looking at phosphorous levels; we have been looking at pesticides
and herbicides. We are not alone in that: many other research organisations and agencies have been doing
similar work, including work on the health of seagrasses. Overwhelmingly, the majority of that
information is available to us, although not all of it. It is that work that has been done, not just from 1997
onwards but for many years before that, which has informed us sufficiently to develop what I think is a
proactive water quality strategy that needs to be implemented between ourselves and Queensland.
Senator BOLKUS—But you can still assert that there is not a sufficiently established link between the
deaths that have taken place and that water quality?
Ms Chadwick—That is true. But, as I said, there is strong speculation that that is so, but there is no strong
scientific evidence to prove it.
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Senator BOLKUS—Are you saying that you have actually had research done on that particular issue and
that has found—
Ms Chadwick—There have been a number of studies undertaken—not the least being, for example, the
study of tissue samples when we have the stranding of mammals such as dugong. While we do not have all
evidence that one may need, there are some worrying signs in the tissue samples of some dugong.
Senator BOLKUS—What was that last sentence, sorry?
Ms Chadwick—There are some worrying signs of residue in tissue samples of dugong.
Senator BOLKUS—Where were those signs?
Ms Chadwick—We are finding that there are some organochlorine residues in dugong tissue samples.
Senator BOLKUS—The minister recently in parliament referred to a study that had been conducted on
dugong populations. Can we have a copy of that?
Ms Chadwick—Yes.
Senator BOLKUS—Today?
Senator Hill—Which study was that?
Senator BOLKUS—It is the one you referred to in parliament.
Senator Hill—We are constantly doing studies.
Senator BOLKUS—You have only referred to one.
Senator Hill—This was the one which showed a larger number than that which we had previously
expected—Helene Marsh’s?
Ms Chadwick—There have been two studies recently. One relates to the work of Professor Helene Marsh
who, as you would be aware, conducts surveys of dugong for us on a four yearly basis. That is the study
that shows that there has in fact been a very welcome increase in the number of dugongs found through
those surveys. I am happy to make that available, although I do not have it today.
Senator Hill—It has not been released publicly yet, so perhaps we might do a joint release and applaud the
apparent success of the collective Australian efforts to save the dugong in the southern Great Barrier Reef.
Senator BOLKUS—I would like to see it before I start applauding it. Is that the one you refer to in
parliament? Is this the report or did you refer to another one?
Senator Hill—I think I referred to the work that is now being put in a publishable form.
Senator BOLKUS—Is there a report at this stage?
Senator Hill—Yes, it is about to be released.
Senator BOLKUS—This is the Professor Marsh one you are talking about?
Ms Chadwick—Yes.
Senator BOLKUS—On a four-yearly basis: so when was her work completed?
Ms Chadwick—She in fact completed this last survey last year.
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Senator BOLKUS—On the general issue of water quality, sediment pollution is one aspect. Does she
identify sediment pollution of the Great Barrier Reef, which I gather is close to 28 to 30 million tonnes a
year, as an issue of concern?
Ms Chadwick—It is not my recollection that Professor Marsh mentioned that in this report. What was
commissioned of Helene Marsh was in fact a numerical survey, largely an aerial survey although some was
on the ground. I stand to be corrected, but I do not recall it was within her charter to talk about things such
as sedimentation and the like. It was a number survey.
Senator BOLKUS—It was an aerial survey of the dugong population?
Ms Chadwick—Yes.
Senator BOLKUS—How does that help us establish whether water quality has been a contributing factor
in the non-survival of some of them?
Ms Chadwick—No. The work that Helene Marsh did was in fact to establish the numbers of dugong so
that we had a better handle on knowing whether our numbers were going up or down.
Senator BOLKUS—Numbers of live ones?
Ms Chadwick—Yes. You might recall that it was the work largely of Helene Marsh that in fact first
alerted the Australian public to the dramatic decline in dugong numbers—with all that flowed from that in
terms of DPAs. She has continued that work. We have paid her to do that work and it is largely a
numerical survey rather than a water quality survey.
Senator BOLKUS—But, for instance, as we identified there were 77 dying last year, what research
information do you have before you to lead you to say that water quality is not an issue?
Ms Chadwick—I did not say that water quality was not an issue. I was saying that I cannot prove that
water quality is.
Senator BOLKUS—Has any research been conducted as to whether it is or is not, specifically? You
referred to the Marsh report, but this now turns to an aerial survey, which does not help us.
Ms Chadwick—No. What I also mentioned was that we are doing tissue samples of dugong carcasses, and
in some cases that has shown that there is residue within those tissues which seems to be linked to
agricultural run-off.
Senator Hill—But there is no researcher I know of that says that there is evidence that water quality has
been a cause of death.

Hansard 2004-2005
Senator WONG—The GBRMPA planned load targets are the only load targets that have in fact been
proposed for that area, are they not?
Ms Chadwick—Yes. At this stage the Reef Water Quality Protection Plan has incorporated the notion of
targets. Indeed, on page 26 of the Reef Water Quality Protection Plan under ‘Strategy H: Priorities and
targets’, the first action is to ‘develop water quality targets’.
Senator WONG—Have any water quality targets been developed?
Ms Chadwick—Actually it is very early days in terms of the regional bodies developing plans.

Page 209

Senator WONG—But the reality is that the Reef Water Quality Protection Plan, unlike the previous plan
of the authority, sets no end-of-river load targets.
Ms Chadwick—That is true, but it does advocate them as strategy 1 under strategy H, and the milestones
suggest that these targets need to be completed by 1 July 2005.
Senator WONG—Given the authority’s obvious interest in ensuring the protection of the reef and your
previous endorsement of load targets, doesn’t it concern you that we now have a plan which talks in rather
general terms about water quality and, frankly, moves away from the commitment to end-of-river load
targets?
Ms Chadwick—I do not see it that way. Even though the marine park authority itself does not have
responsibility for the implementation of this plan, and perhaps Mr Borthwick may be able to provide more
information, I would have to say that when we produced our report we used the best available science, but
I would be the first to concede that it could have been better. It was the best we could do at the time.
Senator WONG—Ms Chadwick, are you suggesting that end-of-river load targets are somehow less valid
science than water quality targets?
Ms Chadwick—No, absolutely not. What I am saying is that, using the best available science at the time,
we produced a report in 2001 which became a catalyst to help develop interest in a Reef Water Quality
Protection Plan, which has a high-level of commitment from both the Commonwealth and state
governments. I am delighted to see that the concept of demonstrated targets is in fact incorporated within
the Reef Water Quality Protection Plan, with a milestone completion date of 1 July next year.
Senator WONG—But no load pollution targets.
Mr Skeat—It is our expectation that there would be load pollution targets where that is considered to be
an essential component of the plan.
Senator WONG—There are two parts to your answer. First, do you no longer consider, despite your 2001
report, that load pollution targets are a reasonable objective for the protection of the reef?
Ms Chadwick—They would be a reasonable objective, and when one looks at the current GBRMPA
budget one can see that clearly that is a matter of importance to both GBRMPA and the government. We
have in fact been awarded in the order of $2 million a year to do the auditing and monitoring of the water
as it enters the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park, and it is a requirement for us to report on that to the GBR
Ministerial Council. The fact that we have been charged with that responsibility and must report to
ministerial council to me indicates a commitment on the part of both the state and Commonwealth
governments.
Senator WONG—To funding but not to load targets. There is nowhere in the reef quality plan which
refers to end-of-river pollution targets, unlike the previous plan of the authority.
Ms Chadwick—I would imagine, and—
Senator WONG—I am not asking you what you imagine, Ms Chadwick.
Senator Ian Macdonald—What was your question?
Senator WONG—It is the case, isn’t it, that the authority’s 2001 report set specific end-of river pollution
load targets? The Reef Water Quality Protection Plan does not set such targets.
Ms Chadwick—That is true, but I refer you back to page 26. I will read it again if I may.
Senator WONG—Water quality targets.
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Ms Chadwick—It says: Develop water quality targets for the Reef catchment waterways with a major focus on:
Improving water quality. Investing in remedial action that ensures adequate protection ... The milestone for that
is 1 July 2005.
Senator WONG—Is the authority working with the regional bodies in setting these water quality targets?
Ms Chadwick—We are working with those bodies as they develop—that is, the bodies themselves—and
as they develop their plans.
Senator WONG—Is it the authority’s position in those discussions that pollution load targets ought to be
part of the plans?
Mr Skeat—Simply put, yes. That is seen as an important issue for the plan. It may not be necessary to set
load targets—which is a resource intensive exercise—in every single subcatchment and at the end of every
single waterway, but where they are considered important for reef water quality we are advocating the
setting of some sorts of load targets.
Senator WONG—Which are the rivers that you say you do not need to set pollution load targets for?
Mr Skeat—A process has been gone through to establish the high priority areas, and that is really part of
the planning exercise. That involves things like the SedNet modelling. The CSIRO is helping to establish
that, and that is being refined as we speak.
Senator WONG—Is it GBRMPA’s position that, despite your previous report of 2001, pollution load
targets are necessary only in certain catchment areas, at the end of certain rivers? I am just trying to work
out what your position is.
Mr Skeat—I understand.
Senator WONG—You have a documented position with a fair bit of scientific support behind it for endof-river pollution load targets. You are now saying to me, ‘Our position is that we think they’re a good
idea where they’re necessary,’ so I am asking: where are they necessary and where are they not? What is
the GBRMPA position now?
Mr Skeat—We have a view, obviously, as to which are the highest priority catchments at the moment.
That view changes as the modelling goes through the planning process. We are expecting that the plans
being developed by the regional bodies will utilise the best information to set appropriate targets in the
highest risk catchments.
Senator WONG—Have you set any targets other than those in your plan for other high risk catchments, to
use your term, as part of this NRM process?
Mr Skeat—No. We have not set any further targets at this stage. We have our document of 2001, but we
are expecting a high quality process to be gone through in the course of the planning to produce targets
which will meet the objectives of the reef plan.
Ms Chadwick—Can I reiterate that we will be utilising the additional funding that we were awarded in
this current budget to have quite consistent monitoring up and down the catchments of the Great Barrier
Reef and that will be monitoring things. That will then be reporting to the ministerial council. I have no
doubt that ministers will take on board the results of that monitoring. That, presumably, would inform
government policy if government policy needed to be adjusted in any way at all.
Senator WONG—I am not asking about that issue. I am asking whether the authority’s position is that it
stands by its 2001 report, and that is what it is pressing for through this process, for end-of-river pollution
load targets, or whether you have jettisoned that.
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Mr Skeat—Of course we stand by our 2001 report, but the point about the reef plan was that new
information will be produced, and that a planning process will be gone through which matches the targets
to actions up the catchment. Being blunt, one of the real values of the process of the reef plan is to get
some, if you like, match between the targets that are being set and the actions which are going to be
necessary to meet those targets and get real change happening in the catchments. So that is what the
process is about.
Senator WONG—But what are the targets?
Mr Skeat—The targets need to be set in the course of the planning process.
Senator WONG—That is right. And GBRMPA is involved in the planning process— correct?
Mr Skeat—Indirectly. We obviously supply advice through the regional bodies.
Senator WONG—Is GBRMPA pressing for end-of-river pollution load targets in any of the catchment
areas?
Mr Skeat—The short answer is, of course, yes.
Senator WONG—Which ones?
Mr Skeat—I cannot list the set of catchments that are currently being worked on as we speak, but you
could expect targets to be set for all the major catchments. But there are many waterways which enter the
Great Barrier Reef lagoon, so it is an issue of whether these regional plans deal with all of them.
Senator WONG—Are you pressing for the regional plans to include end-of-river pollution load targets or
not?
Mr Skeat—We are, certainly.
Senator WONG—Okay. Are you doing that in relation to all catchment areas or only in relation to high
priority areas?
Mr Skeat—I think the answer to that is the latter, because it would be a nonsense to press for targets in
every single catchment area. There are many small waterways entering the Great Barrier Reef lagoon.
Senator WONG—And in respect of the high priority areas, I presume, given your previous answers, that
you will be pressing for the load targets as per your 2001 report?
Mr Skeat—No, not necessarily, because new information is being produced all the time. The SedNet
modelling, for example, is being refined all the time. We are expecting targets to be built based on the best
available science and in the course of the production of the plan.
Senator WONG—Is GBRMPA pressing for pollution load targets or different water quality targets?
Mr Skeat—A combination. We would certainly expect that there would be some pollution load targets. If
science and the planning process suggest there is a better target which would enable change to take place
in the catchment then we would be looking for that, but realistically—
Senator WONG—Have you come up with any?
Mr Skeat—It would be possible, for example, to set a concentration target rather than a load target, and
there may be an argument to do that in particular cases, but realistically if you know the flow of the creek
you have ended up with a load target anyway.
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Senator WONG—Precisely. Which are the high priority areas in which you say GBRMPA is still
pressing for end-of-river pollution load targets?
Mr Skeat—Without listing all the major rivers entering the Great Barrier Reef lagoon, we would be
looking for targets in each of the NRM planning areas.
Senator WONG—So all of the NRM planning areas where there is release into the Great Barrier Reef.
Mr Skeat—Ultimately we would be expecting targets to be set. But I stress again that the plan is saying
we are going to have these targets by July 2005—
Senator WONG—We keep talking targets. I am interested in end-of-river pollution load targets. Do I
understand your answer to be that it is the authority’s position that in respect of major rivers entering into
the Great Barrier Reef you will be pressing for pollution load targets in respect of those plans?
Mr Skeat—I think that is a fair statement. For the major waterways entering the Great Barrier Reef we
would be expecting that there would be targets dealing with the major nutrients, for example.
Ms Chadwick—We will be monitoring, auditing and reporting on the results of that, and we have been
provided with funds to do so.
Senator WONG—So if the plans do not mention any pollution load targets do I therefore assume that
GBRMPA will be putting a view to the government that they are inadequate?
Ms Chadwick—The reality is that I do not think there are any finalised plans yet. I may stand corrected,
but I think that that is the situation.
Mr Skeat—That is correct.

Analysis – Water Quality
The following will outline the participants who contributed in the GBRMPA estimates
hearings on the Water Quality topic. This will be followed by an analysis of speech and
communication acts of extracts of the estimates hearings on the Water Quality topic, a
discussion on the macrosemantics of those extracts and a review of the extracts based on a
Benthamite lens.

Participants, positions and roles
The following table outlines the various participants who contributed to the discourse on the
topic Water Quality, their role in relation to the committee hearings, their position and the
institution which they are representing. This table shows participants those involved in the
discussion on Water Quality included the Minister, Government Senators, Opposition
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Senators, Minor Party Senators (both Committee members and Participating Senators) and
senior public servants including the Chairperson of the board of the GBRMPA.

Table 24: GBRMPA – Actors (Water Quality)
Actors: 2001-02
Name:

Role

Position

Institution

Senator Hill

Minister

Government Senator

Lib S.A.

Senator Bolkus

Committee Member

Opposition Senator

ALP S.A.

Ms Chadwick

Public Servant

Chair

GBRMPA

Name:

Role

Position

Institution

Senator Ian MacDonald

Minister

Government Senator

Lib QLD

Senator Wong

Participating Senator

Opposition Senator

ALP S.A.

Ms Chadwick

Public Servant

Chair

GBRMPA

Mr Skeat

Public Servant

Director

GBRMPA

Name:

Role

Position

Institution

Senator Ian MacDonald

Participating Senator

Government Senator

Lib QLD

Senator McLucas

Participating Senator

Opposition Senator

ALP QLD

Mr Barrett

Public Servant

Director

GBRMPA

Actors: 2004-05

Actors: 2006-07

Speech and Communication Acts
The speech acts in the extract of the 2001-02 estimates hearings on the topic Water Quality
are based around seeking information and providing clarification on the topic. The speech
acts in this extract included positive, negative and neutral speech acts to address the specific
questions raised by one of the participating Senators. There was also one instance where the
public servant27, the Chair of the Authority, took the opportunity to deliver a small speech
27

The Chair of the GBRMPA was Virginia Chadwick. Ms Chadwick, before becoming Chair was a Liberal
Party member of the NSW State Parliament for 20 years, including a period as Minister for a number of
portfolios including Family and Community Services; Education; and Tourism. Ms Chadwick served as
President of the NSW Legislative Council in 1999 before her retirement from politics.
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which could be classified as Grandstanding. During this instance the major communication
acts were positive self-presentation acts where the public servant used phrases such as “we
have contributed”; “not only have we been looking ...”; “we are not alone”; “develop ... a
proactive water quality strategy”. The tone of the questions raised by the participating
Senator (an Opposition Senator) was quite negative and as a result there were a number of
one-word responses which could be seen as an attempt to resist the dominance of the
potential future political master. The tone of questioning also drew the Minister into the
discussion to try and determine exactly what the questioning Senator was trying to find out or
more importantly demonstrate.

The speech acts in the extract of the 2004-05 estimates hearings on the topic Water Quality
were also based around seeking information and providing clarification on the topic, however
the focus of the questioning was quite different. In 2001-02 the focus was on water quality in
general while in 2004-05 the focus was specifically on load pollution targets and the apparent
absence of such targets. The Senator, an Opposition participating Senator who later became
one of the Ministers after the 2007 election, vigorously questioned the Chair of the GBRMPA
about water quality targets. The questions indicated the Senator thought the GBRMPA, and
by association the Government, was not appropriately ensuring the protection of the water
quality of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park by not placing sufficient focus and effort in
developing key performance indicators.

The highlighted sections of the following text

indicate the Senator’s concern and as well as line of questioning.
Senator WONG—Given the authority’s obvious interest in ensuring the protection
of the reef and your previous endorsement of load targets, doesn’t it concern you that
we now have a plan which talks in rather general terms about water quality and,
frankly, moves away from the commitment to end-of-river load targets?
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The Chair of the GBRMPA tried to address such questions using a positive approach which
indicated the GBRMPA was concerned with and committed to improving the water quality of
the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park. The following is an example of such an attempt:
Ms Chadwick—... one can see that clearly that is a matter of importance to both
GBRMPA and the government. ... The fact that we have been charged with that
responsibility and must report to ministerial council to me indicates a commitment
on the part of both the state and Commonwealth governments.

However by the end of the discussion the Senator did not appear to be convinced.

Macrosemantics
The topic Water Quality was raised during the in 2001 - 02 estimates hearings by a
Committee Member from the Opposition. The discussion was based broadly on the topic of
water quality rather than specific aspects of water quality. However in the 2004 - 05
estimates hearings the discussion on the topic, raised by an Opposition participating Senator
was very specific, focusing on the lack of water quality targets. This focus was maintained
during the hearings and while the Chair of the GBRMPA tried on a number of occasions to
change the focus of the questions away from water quality targets the participating
Opposition Senator quickly shut down any attempts to divert from her line of questioning.
Senator WONG—I am not asking about that issue. I am asking whether the
authority’s position is that it stands by its 2001 report, and that is what it is pressing
for through this process, for end-of-river pollution load targets, or whether you have
jettisoned that.

This demonstrated a high level of control and dominance being exerted by the Opposition
Senator as well acknowledging the resistance of the public servant.
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Benthamite Lens
The Hansard of the estimates hearing topic Water Quality, provides a number of examples of
the thinking Bentham wrote about some 200 years ago, including his transparent management
principle, publicity, and his tabular-statement principle where comparative analysis “would
promote the development of better, more informed and methodical behaviour” (Gallhofer &
Haslam 1994a, p. 248). The discussions supported Bentham’s ideas of surveillance and the
importance of surveillance in contributing to the protection of the public interest. The notion
of surveillance is demonstrated through the discussion where Senator Wong in the 2004-05
hearings spent a considerable amount of time asking for details on the development, nature
and focus of specific targets. The apparent evasiveness of the departmental officers in
addressing this question could be viewed as seeking to resist future possible surveillance
through the reporting, publicity, of the department’s performance towards the assigned
(agreed?) targets. The assignment of targets will, besides also contributing to the control of
individuals in the departments, assist in explicitly outlining the responsibilities of individuals,
particularly those who hold higher level positions in the organisation and government. This
notion of individual responsibility is consistent Bentham’s idea on making office-holders of
public organisations “responsible for the performance of their duties” (Collins 1985, p. 153).
The targets would also reflect Bentham’s tabular-statement principle in that comparisons on
performance would be possible over periods of time as well as making the performance
towards achieving the targets would be made more transparent and useful for review by
authorities, such as Senate Estimates Committees.

Measures – Environmental Management Charge (EMC)
The Environmental Management Charge (EMC), as mentioned earlier in this chapter, are the
funds collected by the GBRMPA from “visitors to the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park and
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holders of chargeable permissions within the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park” (DEWHA
2008a, p. 224). While these funds are paid into the Official Public Account they are returned
to the GBRMPA via Special Appropriation. The EMC was a key topic raised during the
GBRMPA estimates hearings in 2001-02, 2002-03, 2003-04, 2006-07 and 2007-08.

The following extract is from the 2003-04 Hansard transcripts.

GBRMPA Hansard extracts – Environmental Management
Charge - EMC
Hansard 2003-2004
Senator McLUCAS—Can you track for me where the reef tax appears? It is on page 310.
Ms Chadwick—The EMC comes in as our second appropriation.
Senator McLUCAS—So reef tax does not appear on that page.
Senator Hill—We do not have a reef tax; do not tease us like this.
Ms Chadwick—It is an environment management charge.
Senator McLUCAS—In North Queensland it is commonly called the reef tax, as you are quite aware, I
am sure.
Senator Hill—If we do not object, you will claim we have made a concession.
Ms Chadwick—The appropriation is around 6.7.
Senator McLUCAS—Yes.
Ms Chadwick—But as you are aware, we collect the EMC, it is provided to consolidated revenue and then
returned to us as a separate appropriation.
Senator McLUCAS—And that appears in appropriation 2. Do operators pay GST on the reef tax?
Ms Chadwick—That is a very interesting point and is a matter which is currently under discussion with
the Australian Taxation Office.
Senator McLUCAS—I understand previously they did not.
Ms Chadwick—It was certainly the understanding of a number of people, including tourism operators,
that GST was not payable on the EMC. As a result, while each individual operator has made their own
arrangements with the Australian Taxation Office, I believe the majority of tourism operators in the GBR
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did not believe that GST was payable on the EMC. The ATO has conducted a review of some operators—I
am not sure how many—and holds a different view. As I understand the situation, that is currently the
matter of a debate with the tax office.
Senator McLUCAS—How are you involved in that discussion?
Ms Chadwick—It is not a direct responsibility of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority, but both
the authority and our minister, Minister Kemp, are concerned to ensure that there is appropriate
consideration of the matter in light of a belief that the tourism operators held that it was in fact not liable
for GST. I can say very little else. The matter is, as yet, unresolved.
Senator McLUCAS—Are you aware of a press release—I cannot remember whether the former
environment minister or the former Treasurer issued it—which stated that GST would not be applicable to
the reef tax or environment management charge, however described?
Ms Chadwick—I do not particularly recall that.
Senator Hill—My memory, which is subject to checking, is that we did say it would not be subject to reef
tax and that was the advice we got from finance agencies. My memory is that is what we told the operators
at the time. This was at the time of a long and tortuous debate in revising upwards the EMC. If the tax
office has a different view—of course it is an independent agency and I do not think that it was a party to
the discussions that took place some years ago when we formed the view that the EMC would not be
subject to the GST— and has now come into the debate, that is something the government is going to have
to address. There are clearly a number of ways in which that could be done.
Senator McLUCAS—Are you aware what the trigger for this event is?
Senator Hill—I assume the tax office is saying that it is not a tax, which you will be pleased to hear. If it
were a tax, as I understand, you do not charge GST on it because you do not tax a tax. So it is good news
in a way, but it is a problem in another way.
Senator McLUCAS—The question is whether or not the EMC is a tax or a charge?
Senator Hill—I am not party to the details of this, but I suspect that is the argument. Is that right?
Ms Chadwick—I reinforce that it is not my direct responsibility, nor do I claim to be an expert on tax, but
as I understand the situation there was a Treasurer’s determination of areas of government activity relating
to charges that were exempt from the GST. That was at the time of the introduction of the GST, and the
environment management charge appears on that list of exemptions. Many marine tourism operators hence
made a business decision based on that and various reassurances that Senator Hill has referred to. In recent
months the Australian Taxation Office, in reviewing some operators, appears to have taken a different
view and appears to believe that the exemption relates to the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority not
paying GST on the EMC, as opposed to the operators themselves. As I understand it, it is that matter where
the operators are having discussions with the tax office.
Senator McLUCAS—So if the ATO comes to a view that the GST should be applied, will you collect that
or will the operators remit that directly to the ATO?
Ms Chadwick—I do not know the answer to that. Would you have a view on that, Mr Barrett?
Mr Barrett—The EMC is exempt from GST under the Treasurer’s determination. The issue is whether
the revenue collected by operators from people going out on their vessels or on their operations should be
all subject to GST, or whether the EMC component is exempt. The tax office view at this stage is that
money paid by the operator to GBRMPA would be exempt from GST, so we would not be collecting GST.
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Analysis – Environmental Management Charge (EMC)
The following section will outline the participants in the GBRMPA estimates hearings on the
Environmental Management Charge (EMC) topic. This will be followed by analysis of
speech and communication acts of extracts of the estimates hearings on the Environmental
Management Charge (EMC) topic and a discussion on the macrosemantics of those extracts.
The final section on the analysis will examine the selected extracts from a Benthamite
perspective.

Participants, positions and roles
The following table outlines the various participants who contributed to the discourse on the
topic Environmental Management Charge (EMC) over the period of the study, their role in
relation to the committee hearings, their position and the institution which they are
representing.

This table shows those involved in the discussion on Environmental

Management Charge (EMC) included the Minister, Government Senators, Opposition
Senators, Minor Party Senators (both Committee members and participating Senators) and
senior public servants including the Chairperson and the Director of the GBRMPA.

Table 25: GBRMPA – Actors (Environmental Management Charge)
Actors: 2001-02
Name:

Role

Position

Institution

Senator Hill

Minister

Government Senator

Lib S.A.

Senator Bolkus

Committee Member

Opposition Senator

ALP S.A.

Ms Chadwick

Public Servant

Chair

GBRMPA

Mr Bell

Public Servant

Director

GBRMPA
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Actors: 2002-03
Name:

Role

Position

Institution

Senator McLucas

Participating member

Opposition Senator

ALP QLD

Mr Manson

Public Servant

Executive Director

GBRMPA

Mr Barrett

Public Servant

Finance Manager

GBRMPA

Name:

Role

Position

Institution

Senator Hill

Minister

Government Senator

Lib S.A.

Senator McLucas

Participating member

Opposition Senator

ALP QLD

Ms Chadwick

Public Servant

Chair

GBRMPA

Mr Barrett

Public Servant

Director

GBRMPA

Name:

Role

Position

Institution

Senator Ian Campbell

Minister

Government Senator

Lib W.A.

Senator Ian MacDonald

Participating member

Government Senator

Lib QLD

Senator McLucas

Participating member

Opposition Senator

ALP QLD

Ms Chadwick

Public Servant

Chair

GBRMPA

Mr Barrett

Public Servant

Director

GBRMPA

Name:

Role

Position

Institution

Senator McLucas

Participating member

Opposition Senator

ALP QLD

Ms Chadwick

Public Servant

Chair

GBRMPA

Mr Barrett

Public Servant

Executive Director

GBRMPA

Actors: 2003-04

Actors: 2006-07

Actors: 2007-08

Speech and Communication Acts
The speech acts in the selected extract, from 2003-04, on the topic Environmental
Management Charge (EMC) were predominantly positive and neutral speech acts as the
focus of the discussions was primarily seeking information and clarity in relation to whether
the Goods and Services Tax (GST) should be applied to the EMC paid by operators.
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The communication acts were quite neutral with no arguments or rhetoric used in the
discussions. Rather the discussion was a formal and polite exchange so as to ensure the
information sought was delivered very clearly. The reason for this level of apparent collegial
discussion was that the responsibility for determining GST on EMC is outside the scope and
authority of the GBRMPA and the Minister’s portfolio. That is, the responsibility is with
another government agency, the Australian Taxation Office.

Suffice to say, had the

responsibility for determining whether the EMC attracted GST lay with the GBRMPA the
speech acts and communication acts would have been quite different.

Macrosemantics
The topic Environmental Management Charge (EMC) is not a particularly contentious topic.
As mentioned earlier, this topic was raised during the estimates hearings for 2001-02, 200203, 2003-04, 2006-07 and 2007-08. The topic is a popular estimates topic for the GBRMPA
as 20% of its revenue comes from the Special Appropriation associated with the EMC. In
2001-02 the topic was raised by one of the Opposition Senators who was also a committee
member. In the other four years the topic was raised by a participating Opposition Senator
whose electorate of Herbert28 includes a number of the GBRMPA offices. This Senator has
an obvious personal interest in the operations of the GBRMPA and it would be considered
normal for her to try and direct and control the discussion on relevant GBRMPA topics.

Benthamite Lens
The key Benthamite perspective from the estimates hearing extract on the topic Environment
Management Charge (EMC) is in relation to language. Bentham was very clear in his view

28

Herbert is based around the twin cities of Townsville and Thuringowa and also includes Magnetic and Palm
Islands (http://www.janmclucas.net/).
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on openness and transparency and that language could either shed light or darkness on an
issue based on the language used. The example of Bentham’s writing most aligned with the
clarity or lack of created by language is associated with his examination of the Italian method
of double-entry bookkeeping where he suggested “with the exception of the single class
designated by the appellation of the merchants, this phraseology is utterly unintelligible”
(Bowring, 1834a, p. 383): The discussion around whether the EMC is or isn’t a tax indicated
the level of confusion, lack of clarity, as shown in the above extract – if the EMC is called a
tax then Goods and Services Tax (GST) is applicable and therefore businesses which pay the
EMC have to charge, collect and pay GST, but if the EMC is called a charge then GST is not
applicable. The language of the process, as well as the funding processes associated with the
collection and channelling of the EMC is also confusing – the money is collected, forwarded
to government only to be returned to the GBRMPA via appropriations. This convoluted
process could be seen, through a Benthamite perspective as not being particularly efficient
however at the same time the processes are a clear example of transparent management as the
flow of EMC funds collected by a Commonwealth Government organisation should be
included in the consolidated revenue before being (re)distributed by the appropriations bills.
The estimates hearings of the Senate Legislation Committees can contribute to reducing the
confusion around EMC through the discussions during the hearings where the public servants
are questioned on the practices and processes associated with the EMC.

Policy – Governance
The topic of Governance in the GBRMPA is a highly political and sensitive topic due
primarily to the method used to appoint the key members of the authority. The Great Barrier
Reef Marine Park Act 1975 (Part III Section 10) outlines that the Great Barrier Reef Marine
Park Authority is to comprise a full-time Chairman and at least two, but no more than four,
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other members who are part-time members. Of these part-time members one must be a
nomination of the Queensland Government (Section 10(3)) and one must be an “[i]ndigenous
person with knowledge of, or experience concerning, indigenous issues relating to the Marine
Park” (Section 10(6A)). All members are put forward by the Minister for Sustainability,
Environment, Water, Population and Communities to the Australian Governor General for
appointment.

In addition the GBRMPA has a number of committees including Reef

Advisory Committees, an Environmental Research Ethics Advisory Committee and 11 Local
Marine Advisory Committees which provide the GBRMPA both support and strategic advice.
(GBRMPA 2010c). The membership of each of these committees is determined by the
GBRMPA. The key issue is that “the real power to set the strategic, financial and operational
directions of the [GBRMPA] is ... in the hands of the responsible Minister” (Bowrey 2008, p.
25) and this draws the attention of the Non-Government Senators participating in the Senate
Legislation Committee’s hearings.

The Governance of the GBRMPA was a much discussed topic of the estimates hearings for
2002-03, 2004-05, 2005-06, 2006-07 and 2007-08.

The extract of the Hansard texts

analysed, in relation to Governance follows.

GBRMPA Hansard extracts – Governance
Hansard 2002-2003
Senator CARR—Take them on notice, if you like. I just say that it does strike me as odd. I will go on to
say that the appointment of Ms Barker—and I raised this issue at the last estimates round—occurred right
on the death knell of the last parliament. It was on the eve of the caretaker period, within hours of the
caretaker period cutting in, that the government announced the appointment of Ms Barker to the authority.
That is the case, isn’t it, Mr Manson?
Mr Manson—The questions related to the appointment of Fay Barker, and other appointments to the
board, are definitely matters for which the minister is responsible.
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Senator CARR—Yes, that is a fair enough point. You are entitled to make that point. It is a matter for
Senator Kemp to answer. Why was it in the circumstances of the death knell of the government’s term, just
before we were about to go into the caretaker mode in the last parliament—
Senator Kemp—It was more a rebirth of the government than a death knell, I would have to say, as it
turned out.
Senator CARR—You might say that. But you have got a situation here that on the threshold of a federal
election the government announces a new appointment to the marine park authority. What I would like to
know, Senator Kemp, is when was it apparent to the decision makers in this matter that Ms Barker was the
fifth largest donor to the Liberal Party in Queensland in 2000-01?
Senator Kemp—I do not have a clue what you are talking about, to be quite frank. My understanding is
that this was extensively covered previously.
Senator CARR—No, it was not.
Senator Kemp—Senator, you come up and raise all these attacks on people under privilege. I do not
happen to have that information. It is quite clear that she was not a trade union boss who funds the Labor
Party. I suspect that we can establish that. If you want me to turn my mind to it, I will get the relevant
minister to look carefully over the information that was provided to the last committee and provide any
response that he feels is appropriate.
Senator CARR—Thank you very much.
Senator Kemp—People can support the Liberal Party and still be appointed. We have noted that a huge
number of appointments by the Labor Party, by Mr Beattie and Mr Carr, are actually trade union officials
and Labor Party supporters. I am not sure whether you are attempting to impose a rule on the coalition that
you are not prepared to accept on the Labor Party.
Senator CARR—Three out of the four members of the GBRMPA board are former Liberal Party
candidates. Can you tell me whether being a member of the Liberal Party or being a previous candidate for
the Liberal Party is now a criterion for appointment to the authority?
Senator Kemp—You are just being childish, as usual.
Senator CARR—I just wanted to know.
Senator Kemp—You are just showing your usual Labor Party bias and paranoia.
Senator CARR—Three out of four is not bad.
Senator Kemp—We understand that, Senator. But we happen to be in government and we happen to
make appointments.
Senator CARR—Thank you for your edification.
Senator Kemp—That is what happens when you win. When you lose, you do not make the appointments.
That is the trouble. And you have made a habit of losing.
Senator CARR—We are not talking about trade union officials here; we are talking about three out of the
four candidates. Is it the case that a company of which Ms Barker is the principal was in fact the fifth
largest donor to the Liberal Party in 2000-01?
Senator Kemp—I do not have a list here of donors to the Liberal Party. I am sure that the qualifications of
these people were carefully looked at before they were appointed. I do not have anything further to add. If
you object to people giving to the Liberal Party, if you think that anyone who gives to the Liberal Party
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should be thereby excluded from any appointment—if that is the rule you are seeking to impose, there
would be a big shortage of trade union officials on government boards.
Senator CARR—Mr Manson, does it concern you in any way that the community might challenge the
independence of GBRMPA, given that level of three out of the four being former Liberals?
Senator Kemp—Mr Chair, this is just a silly political attack again from Senator Carr.
Senator CARR—What did you say?
Senator Kemp—It is just another silly political attack from you, Senator, and I am not prepared to allow
the officer at the table to respond to that.
CHAIR—I am sure there are more important issues to deal with, Senator Carr.
Senator CARR—Mr Manson, before the authority put out its press release welcoming Mr Lindsay’s call
for 25 per cent of the park to be ‘protected’—I will use that word advisedly—in his so-called green zones,
was the authority aware that Ms Barker had donated so heavily to the Liberal Party?
Senator Kemp—Senator, that is not an appropriate question. It is just another attempt in your rather
thuggish approach to Senate estimates, which I do not accept. If you want to ask these questions, I am
happy to respond, and we will respond right through until dinnertime and after dinnertime.
Senator CARR—I am pleased to hear that you are so cooperative. Could I ask you, Minister, if you could
then take this on notice, because I am sure you will need to: can you detail the point at which any member
of the authority or its board had discussions with Mr Lindsay prior to the release of the authority’s press
statement in support of Mr Lindsay’s call for a 25 per cent close in the marine park into so-called green
zones?
Senator Kemp—Senator, put it on notice.
Senator CARR—I have just done that. I would ask when those discussions took place. In particular, could
I have a chronology of those discussions? Was the authority’s supporting press release in fact distributed to
the media on the same day that Mr Lindsay’s press release was distributed to the media?
Senator Kemp—We do not have that information.
Senator CARR—I am asking the authority.
Senator Kemp—That is all right. If Mr Manson feels able to respond, he can.
Mr Manson—I think I should take that question on notice, because, with the timing of the media coming
out in the morning and press releases going out in the afternoon, it may well be the same day. Whether it
was before or coincident is a matter which I will look into.
Senator CARR—Could I ask Mr Manson, if this is the case—as I am suggesting to you— and the releases
were issued on the same day, were they issued after consultation with Mr Lindsay? Was your press release
issued after consultation with Mr Lindsay or did it arise spontaneously?
Mr Manson—I think I would have to take that question on notice.
Senator CARR—Thank you very much.
Mr Manson—I did not write or release the press release and, while there is a normal protocol for press
releases within the agency, I would need to go back and have a look what happened.
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Senator CARR—I was just checking with my colleague. I note that, while there seems to be quite close
contact with Mr Lindsay, a Labor senator who is based in the region with the authority does not seem to be
able to score an invitation to your consultations. Is this just a coincidence?
Senator Kemp—If Senator Jan McLucas would like a briefing, I am sure that can be arranged for her.
Senator McLUCAS—We could go into a story about briefings, Senator, but we will not.
Senator Kemp—We would actually welcome some genuine interest from the Labor Party on this issue.
Senator CARR—It would help if you actually invited the Labor Party to these functions. The question
arises as to whether or not the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority is acting in a party political
manner. That is the point I am putting to the authority.
Senator Kemp—If that is the point you are putting, you are labouring it pretty hard and it is not
convincing me one bit.
Senator CARR—I look forward to your answers.

Hansard 2006-2007
Senator McLUCAS—Thank you. I have some questions probably of Mr Borthwick about the review of
the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority. Can you tell me where it is up to, please?
Mr Borthwick—The review panel submitted its report to the minister towards the end of April.
Senator McLUCAS—At the end of April?
Mr Borthwick—Yes.
Senator McLUCAS—I know we have spoken about this at other times. What happens after that?
Mr Borthwick—That is a matter for the minister and the government to decide.
Senator Ian Campbell—I should say what is happening now, for the benefit of the committee: I am very
keen to ensure that as we move down this path the Queensland government is a partner.
Senator McLUCAS—Oh, really. That is a change.
Senator Ian Campbell—It is not a change, actually. It is interesting that you should say that. The
Queensland government have been intimately involved in the process and Mr Borthwick has met on a
number of occasions now with the senior officials in the Premier’s office. I have corresponded with Mr
Beattie, and if you want to make those accusations I make the point that at a conference on Hayman Island
last year the Commonwealth was attacked by an international person, whose name I forget now, for not
doing enough to look after the reef. Mr Beattie actually got up in the presence of the Treasurer and myself,
attacked this person, said the Commonwealth is doing a magnificent job protecting the reef, had done a
magnificent job in resourcing the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority and had done a magnificent
job in reef protection. I will quote him up and down the Queensland coast at that meeting. And that is the
truth. We work very cooperatively on the ground with the Queensland government and its agencies, and
we work very cooperatively with the Premier’s department and all other ministers. To describe it any other
way is again another example of cheap and petulant political populism—
Senator McLUCAS—Which you would know all about.
Senator Ian Campbell—and which has been on display all morning.
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Senator McLUCAS—Which you would know best about. I quote then the Premier of Queensland, who
says that he is concerned that the review will be ‘used as an excuse for Canberra to take control of the
marine park’. Can you tell me the number of times that the review team met with Queensland government
officials and on what dates?
Mr Borthwick—I am happy to take that on notice. The Queensland government made a submission to the
panel. I do recall that the panel met with the then head of the Premier’s department in that context.
Subsequently, and also I think before finalising our report, I spoke to the current head of the Premier’s
department, but I will confirm the exact dates and on how many occasions that has occurred.
Senator McLUCAS—Has your office been requested for advice to the Prime Minister’s office to respond
to correspondence from Mr Beattie?
Mr Borthwick—There have been several pieces of correspondence from the Premier and I am not sure
who exactly responded, but I am sure the minister has responded once or twice.
Senator Ian Campbell—I am sure I have written to Mr Beattie on at least a couple of occasions on this
and given him absolutely categorical reassurances in regard to these matters. There are a number of people
around the countryside who are saying that this is some exercise to tear apart GBRMPA and bring control
back to Canberra. It would not be the first time that Queensland Premier has said: ‘Beware. Those nasty
Canberra people are going to take control.’ It was well honed by Joh Bjelke-Petersen and many other
premiers round the place. Senator Siewert would remember Sir Charles Court and others doing that, and
even Labor premiers. So it is not a new game in Australian politics, but I do not honestly believe we could
have worked any more closely than we have with various levels of the Queensland government right up to
the Premier’s office and the Premier himself. I discussed these issues with the Premier on Hayman Island
last year. I do not really think you could be more fair dinkum than we are.
Senator McLUCAS—So the fear that the Premier is expressing, that is, that there will be a change to the
structure of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority, is unfounded. Is that what you are telling me,
Minister?
Senator Ian Campbell—I would be deeply surprised if there are not changes to the Great Barrier Reef
Marine Park Authority. I think even most of the members of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority
would advocate some changes, so we do not do an extensive high-level review like this aimed at ensuring
that the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority provides the protection and governance structures for
this most incredibly important piece of world heritage for 30 years into the future, as it has done for 30
years in the past, if there will not be some changes. Will they be the sort of changes that Mr Beattie is
publicly talking about? No.
Senator McLUCAS—So you can confirm that the authority might be in a different structure. The
authority itself has made a submission to the review suggesting a number of changes, which I hope are
picked up, but there will be an entity called the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority. Can you
confirm that that will be the case?
Senator Ian Campbell—I have not made any decisions about that. I will be announcing decisions, but I
think the sort of political posturing that is going on is just that. It is not based on any understanding of the
issues and I do not honestly believe that we could have been any more cooperative with the Queensland
government at all the different levels, at the agency level, the level of Mr Borthwick’s interaction with his
opposite number in the Premier’s office and Premier’s department, and my own personal interactions with
Mr Beattie.
Senator McLUCAS—How many times have you written to Mr Beattie on this issue?
Senator Ian Campbell—At least twice that I recall. I am happy to tell you that I recall signing at least two
letters in recent weeks on these sorts of issues.
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Senator McLUCAS—Are you aware whether or not the Prime Minister has responded to Mr Beattie’s
correspondence? I know that that is technically not a question I can ask you.
Senator Ian Campbell—I have got to say it is probably a bit unusual to have a cabinet minister dealing
directly with the Premier, but on this issue Mr Beattie seems to be quite happy to deal with me on it. I am
sure there are other issues he would deal with the Prime Minister on. Mr Beattie and Prime Minister
Howard have had a very good level of cooperation that is delivering quite historic outcomes for the
measures that we are putting in place to protect the reef. The water quality plan is again, although it has not
had a lot of coverage in the media, really an incredible achievement in terms of getting the institutional
arrangements in place, and as more and more money hits the ground in terms of implementing the reef
water quality plan, I think the likelihood of having substantial achievements in the quality of the water on
the reef are there as well. That has been made possible because Mr Beattie and Mr Howard are both, to use
a colloquialism, fair dinkum about getting this right, and the level of cooperation is, from my fairly
thorough reading of the history of measures to protect the reef going back for just over 30 years now, at an
all-time high, and it needs to be.
Senator McLUCAS—Minister, when do you intend to make your decisions known in terms of the
review?
Senator Ian Campbell—Just before we leave that—and we will seek to get you more figures—my broad
understanding would be that the investments going into on-the-ground investment directed towards reef
water quality projects through the Natural Heritage Trust are more likely to be higher this year than in
previous years, because a lot of the investments— the three-year investment plans—have been approved
during the past 12 months. Much of that investment along the catchments that flow into the lagoon have
been approved in the last year and a lot more money is flowing this year, excuse the pun. And I would be
very surprised if the quantum of money going into investments to improve reef water quality are not higher
this year and next year than they have ever been before in history. If there is some sort of quirk in terms of
spending because spending might straddle 30 June or 1 July, then I am happy to be proven wrong. The
reality is that over the past year or so we have put in place natural resource management plans, investment
plans, integrated with the reef water quality plan, which will now see regional-wide and landscape-wide
investment patterns and investment strategies that this country—and that region in particular—has never
seen before, which should create measurable improvements to the quality of the water and therefore the
health and resilience of the reef.
Senator McLUCAS—I would be interested to see those figures and the spin that you might be able to put
on them. The budget says there is an actual decline. So please provide that at your leisure.
Senator Ian Campbell—Where we need to clarify this so that you cannot put out the sort of press release
that—
Senator McLUCAS—That you just put out?
Senator Ian Campbell—the Labor Party are renowned for putting out and misrepresenting issues, is that
the expenditure directly under this portion of the portfolio is a tiny fraction of the money that gets invested
in the reef water quality investments. They predominantly fall under the Natural Heritage Trust and the
natural resource management programs, which are in total in excess of $400 million—nearly a 200 per
cent increase on previous Labor government spending on similar programs.
Senator McLUCAS—You cannot tell the committee when you are going to respond to the report of the
review?
Senator Ian Campbell—I have not made that decision yet. It is one of the things I am giving a lot of
consideration to. It is incredibly important to get it right, and my commitment is to ensure that the
governance and management structures for the Great Barrier Reef surpass the great achievements of the
past 30 years for the next 30 years.
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Senator McLUCAS—Ms Chadwick, as chair of the board and CEO, it has been a difficult time going
through the review, I think you would agree?
Ms Chadwick—It has certainly been a challenging time.
Senator McLUCAS—What is the morale of the staff of the authority while this process continues?
Ms Chadwick—I think the morale of the staff of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority is very,
very high, despite the fact that there has clearly been a level of anxiety about both the conduct of the
review and the possible outcomes of the review. I would have to say that there has been a lot of goodwill
between the review team, senior officers and me. That, I think, has enabled me to tell staff that we are in
fact getting a fair hearing, that we are in fact being offered the opportunity to provide information and
material about our work and our role, and that as a result it would be anticipated that our view of our
record and our interests would be considered as part of the general review. So there is that aspect. A
second aspect is that of course the review is just one part of our work. I think we have had an incredible 12
months. We have established our regional offices, brought LMACs for a new term and re-established the
Great Barrier Reef Consultative Committee in an enlarged and expanded form. We have had some great
achievements and I think morale is pretty high.
Senator McLUCAS—Despite recent events?
Ms Chadwick—Indeed.

Analysis - Governance
The following section will outline the participants in the GBRMPA estimates hearings who
contributed to the discussion on the Governance topic. This will be followed by an analysis
of speech and communication acts in the extracts of the estimates hearings on the
Governance topic, a discussion on the macrosemantics of those extracts and an evaluation of
the extracts through a Benthamite lens.

Participants, positions and roles
The following table outlines the various participants who contributed to the discourse on the
topic Governance, their role in relation to the committee hearings, their position and the
institution which they represent.

This table show those involved in the discussion on

Governance included the Minister, Government Senators, Opposition Senators, Minor Party
Senators (both Committee members and Participating Senators) and senior public servants
including the Chairperson of the GBRMPA and the Secretary of the Department.
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Table 26: GBRMPA – Actors (Governance)
Actors: 2002-03
Name:

Role

Position

Institution

Senator Kemp

Minister

Government Senator

Lib Vic

Senator Carr

Participating member

Opposition Senator

ALP Vic

Senator O’Brien

Participating member

Opposition Senator

ALP Tas

Senator Bartlett

Committee Member

Minor Party Senator

Aust Dem. QLD

Mr Manson

Public Servant

Executive Director

GBRMPA

Dr Cadwallader

Public Servant

Director

GBRMPA

Name:

Role

Position

Institution

Senator Ian MacDonald

Minister

Government Senator

Lib QLD

Senator Bartlett

Participating member

Minor Party Senator

Aust Dem. QLD

Ms Chadwick

Public Servant

Chair

GBRMPA

Name:

Role

Position

Institution

Senator Ian Campbell

Minister

Government Senator

Lib W.A.

Senator Tchen

Acting Chair

Government Senator

Lib Vic

Senator McLucas

Participating member

Opposition Senator

ALP QLD

Mr Borthwick

Public Servant

Dept. Secretary

DEH

Mr Tanzer

Public Servant

Executive director

GBRMPA

Name:

Role

Position

Institution

Senator Ian Campbell

Minister

Government Senator

Lib W.A.

Senator Joyce

Participating member

Government Senator

Nats QLD

Senator McLucas

Participating member

Opposition Senator

ALP QLD

Mr Borthwick

Public Servant

Dept. Secretary

DEH

Ms Chadwick

Public Servant

Chair

GBRMPA

Actors: 2004-05

Actors: 2005-06

Actors: 2006-07

Page 231

Actors: 2007-08
Name:

Role

Position

Institution

Senator Eggleston

Chair

Government Senator

Lib WA

Senator Ian Macdonald

Committee member

Government Senator

Lib QLD

Senator McLucas

Participating member

Opposition Senator

ALP QLD

Mr Borthwick

Public Servant

Dept. Secretary

DEWR

Ms Chadwick

Public Servant

Chair

GBRMPA

Speech and Communication Acts
The topic of Governance has been classified as part of the theme Policy and, like the
Australian Antarctic Division topic of Mineral Mining, it was expected the discussions would
be more heated due to differing ideologies of the participants. The main speech acts in the
2002-03 Hansard extracts on this topic were negative and grandstanding speech acts which
were consistent with expectations. The Non-Government Senators including both committee
members and participating Senators were trying to seek an explanation as to why three of the
four members of the GBRMPA board were past Liberal Party members. They used high
degrees of specificity in some of their questions, directed towards the public servants, to elicit
an opinion based response. For example in 2002-03 the following question was directed to a
participating public servant
Senator CARR—Mr Manson, does it concern you [emphasis added] in any way that
the community might challenge the independence of GBRMPA, given that level of
three out of the four being former Liberals?

These types of questions, while appearing initially as legitimate, are based on decisions made
by the government and as such outside the scope and authority of the public service. The
objective of these questions is not to seek information or clarity but rather find some area
where the Opposition can gain some leverage in reducing the credibility of the government.
This line of questioning is reflective of the Oppositions attempts to resist the dominance of
the Government.
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The communication acts in the 2002-03 Hansard extracts on the topic of Governance
included argument and rhetoric as well as specificity. These communication acts were used
primarily by the Senators as the discussion focused on trying to determine the level of
independence of appointments to the GBRMPA board. There communication acts included
name calling and the use of derogatory comments including these comments from the
Minister directed towards Opposition Senators “you’re just being childish” “you are just
showing your usual ... bias and paranoia” and “your rather thuggish approach”. Each of these
comments is an attempt to present the Opposition, as a whole and the Senator asking the
question, in a negative light so as to discredit the line of questioning. These comments also
reflect the exertion of dominance by the Government Senators over the Non-Government
Senators.

The main speech acts in the Hansard extract from 2006-07 on the topic of Governance were
positive, neutral and grandstanding speech acts. The discussion focussed primarily on a
formal review of the GBRMPA and the support and involvement of the Queensland State
Government in the review. Most of the questions were asked by a participating Opposition
Senator from Queensland and these questions generally were attempts to source information
about the correspondence between the GBRMPA, the Department and with the Premier of
Queensland. The Minister provided responses to most of these questions with detailed,
grandstanding speech acts, and positively reflected on the level of cooperation between the
government and the Queensland State government.
Senator Ian Campbell—[...] The Queensland government have been intimately
involved in the process ... [w]e work very cooperatively on the ground with the
Queensland government and its agencies, and we work very cooperatively with the
Premier’s department and all other ministers. To describe it any other way is again
another example of cheap and petulant political populism—
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Macrosemantics
The topic Governance was raised during the 2002-03, 2004-05, 2005-06, 2006-07 and 200708 estimates hearings, by participating Opposition Senators. This topic, in general, raised
much discussion involving a number of Senators and input from senior public servants from
both the GBRMPA and the Department.

In the extracts analysed, the control of the

discussion in 2002-03 was aggressively contested by a participating Opposition Senator, who
in 2007 became the Minister responsible for the Department and the GBRMPA. In the
extract from 2006-07 the contest for control was not as obvious however when reviewing the
extract quantitatively the Minister with only 12 instances (30%) actually contributed to 65%
of the total words delivered while the participating Opposition Senator who was targeting the
topic contributed 18 instance for only 20% of the words delivered in the discussion. In both
extracts the level of input from the public servants was only minimal.

Benthamite Lens
One of the key aspects of Bentham’s writings was on the protection and promotion of public
interest by requiring individuals, particularly legislators and office-holders, to demonstrate
with clarity their performance in their duties. In the above extract from the GBRMPA
Hansards of the estimates hearings the notion of individual Minister responsibility, which is
consistent with the Westminster style of accountability, is challenged in relation to the
appointment of board members of the government organisation. For example Mr Mason, the
Executive Director of the GBRMPA, stated “... questions related to the appointment of Fay
Barker, and other appointments to the board, are definitely matters for which the Minister is
responsible”. The line of questions, particularly from Senator Carr, also challenged the
government and the GBRMPA to agree that the public interest was indeed being perverted in
preference of the interests of the Liberal party “does it concern you in any way that the
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community might challenge the independence of GBRMPA, given that level of three out of
the four being former Liberals? This line of questioning however is not consistent with
Bentham’s idea of establishing the truth as Senator Carr is asking “does it concern you”
which is seeking the departmental officer’s opinion (which is also contrary to the rules of the
estimates hearings). Bentham, as the scientific materialist (Burns & Hart 1988; Gallhofer &
Haslam 1994a; 1994b; Hume 1970) was concerned with facts not opinions.

Policy – Shale Oil Mining
There are large reserves of oil shale in Australia from which there is the potential for the
extraction of “substantial quantities of oil (normally referred to as shale oil)” (Geoscience
Australia, 2010). The Australian government agency Geosciences Australia29 explains the
majority of Australia’s reserves of oil shale are in Queensland in the areas of Gladstone,
Mackay and the Whitsunday region. In the early 2000’s there were proposals to mine oil
shale “within the Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area” (Greenpeace 2003).

This

proposal caused some outrage within the community and Parliament, particularly as one
company exploring the possibility of extracting the shale oil was provided $36m worth of
government subsidies.

The discussion on the prospect of shale oil being extracted in and near the Great Barrier Reef
Marine Park was a topic of discussion in the GBRMPA estimates hearings for 2001-02,
2002-03, and 2004-05. The extract of the Hansard texts analysed, in relation to Shale Oil
Mining follows.

29

Geoscience Australia is a world leader in providing first class geoscientific information and knowledge which
enables government and community to make informed decisions about: the exploitation of resources; the
management of the environment; the safety of critical infrastructure and; the resultant wellbeing of all
Australians (http://www.ga.gov.au/about-us/our-role.html)
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GBRMPA Hansard extracts – Shale Oil Mining
Hansard 2002-2003
Senator CARR—Has the Australian Greenhouse Office provided you with any advice?
Mr Early—The Australian Greenhouse Office has provided advice, and that is also reflected in the
additional information we sought from the company.
Senator CARR—I see. Has the Australian Greenhouse Office supported the proposal?
Mr Early—As I said, the Australian Greenhouse Office has asked for additional information, which is
reflected in the request we made to the company.
Senator CARR—On the present basis, is it true that the Australian Greenhouse Office does not support
the proposal?
Mr Beale—Mr Early is not from the Australian Greenhouse Office. The Australian Greenhouse Office
will appear before you later on. I am not sure that it is our position to support or not support proposals, as
distinct from ensuring that we provide very clear advice to government what the potential environmental
outcomes of project might be. To get that, we need some further advice from the company, which Mr Early
has sought in that letter that has not been replied to yet.
Senator CARR—Thank you, Mr Beale, but I am asking you a question as to whether or not the
department has received advice from agencies within the department in regard to this project and, in
particular, whether or not that agency has advised you—and I understand Mr Early is managing this
project from the departmental side—that they do not support the submission from the company on this
matter.
Mr Early—We have sought advice from all areas of the department, and I do not think it would be likely
at this stage that any areas of the department would say whether or not they support the project.
Senator CARR—I want you to check this very carefully, Mr Early. I have asked a specific question: have
you received advice that they do not support the submission?
Mr Beale—I do not quite understand what submission you are referring to.
Mr Early—In terms of EIS, Senator—
CHAIR—Would you like Mr Beale to have that query answered, Mr Early?
Mr Beale—The company has made a submission, has provided a draft EIS under the EPIP Act. That EIS
was circulated to all of the relevant agencies within the department. Those agencies have replied to Mr
Early and, clearly, a number of them drew attention to matters on which they wanted further information.
That, in turn, has been reflected in Mr Early’s letter to the company. Does that answer the question?
Senator CARR—No, it does not. I asked you a specific question about whether or not the Australian
Greenhouse Office has indicated to you that it does not support the submission.
Mr Beale—I come back to saying: what submission? The submission from the company is the submission
of its draft environment impact assessment. They have provided comments that you could say do not
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support that draft, to the extent that there are questions and uncertainties that they want addressed. Those
have been sent to the company.
Senator CARR—I am sorry, Mr Beale, I am not making myself clear. I will ask you again: have you
received advice from the Australian Greenhouse Office that the Australian Greenhouse Office does not
support the submission, as the proposal has not been able to demonstrate that the environmental impacts
from the proposed plant are at acceptable levels?
Mr Early—I would have to take that on notice, Senator, because I cannot recall precisely the words used
in the reply from the Australian Greenhouse Office. Given that the letter I sent out was in February, we
would have gone out some time before that.
Senator CARR—Is it the case that the project’s emissions intensities, as indicated by the company, would
indicate 70 kilograms of carbon per barrel of naphtha when the industry average for traditional refining is
between 12 and 20 kilograms of carbon per barrel?
Mr Early—I would have to take that on notice, Senator. I do not have the absolute detail of the proposal.
Senator CARR—Is your expert advice that, at 70 kilograms of carbon per barrel, shale oil is more
greenhouse intensive than any other fossil fuel produced in Australia, including brown coal, and is three to
six times more greenhouse intensive than traditional refining?
Mr Early—I would have to take that on notice, Senator. I do not have the EIS in front of me and nor do I
have the advice that we got from the Australian Greenhouse Office.
Senator CARR—Can you advise the committee as to whether or not you have been told by your expert
within the department that: The project will lead to significant greenhouse emissions overall. At current levels of
performance, total emissions for Stage 2 are estimated to be around the equivalent of 1.6 million tonnes per annum of
carbon dioxide with potential emissions from Stage 3 at about 6.9 million tonnes per annum. Taken together these
represent 2.25 % of Australia’s 1990 emissions. Can you confirm that?

Mr Early—Once again, I would have to take that on notice.
Senator CARR—It just seems to me that—
Senator Kemp—Just for clarification, there is a bit of confusion around here about aspects of your
question, which you might seek to clarify for us so we can help you. Just what is the submission that you
are quoting from?
Senator CARR—I am asking specific questions about the advice that the officers have received.
Senator Kemp—You keep on talking about a submission and about people making comments. Would you
like to enlighten the committee as to what submission you are talking about so that we are better able to
respond to your questions?
Senator CARR—I am asking questions in relation to Environment Australia’s undertaking of an
environmental impact assessment for stage 2.
Senator Kemp—Senator, you have spoken about a submission.
Senator CARR—Senator Kemp, I just urge you to take advice from your secretary—he has been trying to
grab your coat for some time now. I would suggest you heed his advice.
CHAIR—The secretary did make the same point, Senator Carr.
Senator Kemp—We have all made the same point, Senator. I am actually taking advice from the
secretary.
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Senator CARR—Take some more.
Mr Beale—Can we go back and examine what advice the AGO provided to Mr Early in the context of and
prior to his provision of that letter to the company in relation to greenhouse matters?
Senator CARR—It is one o’clock; perhaps you can come back to us at two and tell us the answers to
these questions.
Senator Kemp—And we may get some advice on what submission he is talking about. That will give
Senator Carr an hour to work it out. That might be of help to you, Senator.
Senator CARR—You have had an answer, Senator. I suggest you actually study the—
CHAIR—At this point we will break for lunch.
Proceedings suspended from 1.01 p.m. to 2.04 p.m.
Senator CARR—Before lunch, we were discussing the advice that the Australian Greenhouse Office
provided to the department on the shale oil project. Are you able to enlighten us, Mr Early, now that you
have had a chance to check your files?
Mr Early—I checked our records and the advice provided by the Australian Greenhouse Office to me in
relation to the submission by Southern Pacific Petroleum, as its EIS for stage 2 was almost precisely in the
terms of my letter. I made a couple of minor changes but they were cleared by the AGO before the letter
was sent. What they provided is in the letter.
Senator CARR—On the government’s proposals—and perhaps this is to Mr Beale, too— with regard to
the submission from SPP on the sale of the shale oil project for a government subsidy of some $36 million,
which was announced by the government on 13 May this year, what advice did the Australian Greenhouse
Office provide to you on that?
Mr Beale—Any advice provided by the Australian Greenhouse Office or the department would have been
in the context of our responding to requests in a cabinet context and therefore not advice that I would share
with you.
Senator CARR—Has the department at any point received advice that the submission provided by the
company with regard to the shale oil project, for which the government ultimately has made a decision to
provide $36 million of Commonwealth moneys, was in fact not supported by the Australian Greenhouse
Office?
Mr Beale—Can I refer you to my previous answer, Senator.
Senator CARR—I will enlighten you. It is my contention that the Australian Greenhouse Office in fact
provided you with advice to the effect that it did not support this submission for the Commonwealth to
provide $36 million to this company, because the company had not been able to demonstrate that the
environmental impacts from the proposed plants were at acceptable levels. I further put to you, Mr Beale,
that the Australian Greenhouse Office said that the project will lead to significant greenhouse submissions
overall. It said that, at the current levels of performance, total emissions from stage 2 are estimated to be
around the equivalent of 1.6 million tonnes per annum of carbon dioxide, with potential emissions from
stage 3 at about 6.9 million tonnes per annum, and that ‘Taken together they represent 2.25% of
Australia’s 1990 emissions.’ There is also the potential for significant emissions from the processing of
shale from the proponent’s numerous other sites across Queensland. Given that this is a submission—and I
have a copy of it here, as you obviously know—and given that this is the advice from your officers, can
you now indicate to me what the department’s view is about the government’s allocation of $36 million to
this company to undertake a project which will seriously undermine Australia’s greenhouse efforts?
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Mr Beale—Senator, I have already advised you twice that, within the rules of this committee, it is not
appropriate for me to comment on advice received from others or provide it to others in any context
bearing on a cabinet submission. Chair, I would ask you to confirm my understanding that it would be
quite inappropriate for me to comment on that one way or another. Certainly it would not be appropriate to
give a personal or a departmental view in relation to a decision made by the government in that regard.
CHAIR—I am sure that is the case, Mr Beale, and the minister is nodding in agreement.
Senator CARR—Thank you, Mr Beale. I ask you, then, to comment on a newspaper report. The Courier
Mail of Tuesday the 14th says that the ruling with regard to the Stuart project flies in the face of
government policy. Would you agree?
Mr Beale—In the chairman’s introduction it was made quite clear that the department is not asked to give
advice, and cannot appropriately provide advice, on its views on policy matters.
Senator CARR—I think the chairman said that you cannot provide a personal view on government policy.
I am asking for a departmental view.
CHAIR—That is commenting on a matter of policy, though.
Senator CARR—Chair, could you please read the quote out again for me? Perhaps that will assist us in
this project.
CHAIR—It says: I remind officers that the Senate has resolved there are no areas in connection with the
expenditure of public funds where any person has a discretion to withhold details or explanations from the parliament
or its committee, unless parliament has expressly provided otherwise. However, I also remind officers they will not be
asked to express a personal opinion on matters of policy and shall be given reasonable opportunity to refer questions
asked of them to superior officers or to a minister. And the ‘personal opinion’ there must include the
departmental opinion of the secretary.
Senator CARR—Mr Chairman, on the point of order—
Senator Kemp—Let me respond, Senator Carr, if you can just contain yourself. Senator, any advice from
the department to a minister is confidential and, unless otherwise instructed by the relevant minister, I
propose to stick to the precedent that is long established in these committees.
CHAIR—It is a long-established precedent, Senator, as you would know.
Senator CARR—Yes, I am only too well aware of that. Mr Chairman, what I am asking for is the
department’s view, not the secretary’s personal view—
CHAIR—Nevertheless, that is still commenting on policy.
Senator Kemp—I do not know how one can express the issue more clearly, but I will try again: any view
that the department may express to the minister is a matter between the minister and the department and is
not to be subject to questioning at these hearings. If the relevant minister wishes to make some views
known, that is a matter for him. I have been coming to these hearings for a very long period of time, both
in government and in opposition, and the rulings have been quite consistent.
Senator CARR—Yes, that is right, Senator. But this is the department’s view of the clear decision, which
is in breach of the policy they are currently operating under, and your answer to that is that they cannot tell
us what their view is.
Senator Kemp—I think we will move on, Senator.
Senator CARR—On behalf of the government, Minister, how do you explain the awarding of $36 million
to this company in breach of government policy?
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Senator Kemp—I do not know how much help I need to offer to you; you have been here a long time.
That is a matter for the Department of Industry, Tourism and Resources; it is not a matter for this
department. My understanding is—and I can be corrected if I am wrong— that it was an announcement
made by Industry. If you wish to pursue this, I suggest you find yourself the right committee.
Senator CARR—The question before this committee is the government’s policy on greenhouse, work
relevant to this committee. You have a decision of government to award $36 million in rebates to a
company. It has been clearly indicated by this department on numerous occasions in correspondence to
that company, correspondence sent by the officer at the table, Mr Early, as recently as 8 February, that this
company has not satisfied the department—and, presumably, not satisfied the minister of this
department—in terms of its Stuart oil shale proposal.
Senator Kemp—Senator, the government has made an announcement on this project, and therefore that is
the government’s policy. You seem to think there are subsets of government policies all around. The
government reach decisions on the basis of advice from all sources and, at the end of the day, the
government makes its announcement and that becomes government policy. I am not quite sure why you
are attempting to run an argument that this is contrary to government policy. The government has made its
decision.

Analysis – Shale Oil Mining
The following section outlines the participants in the discussion during the GBRMPA
estimates hearings on the Shale Oil Mining topic. This will be followed by an analysis of the
speech and communication acts of extracts of the estimates hearings on the Shale Oil Mining
topic, a discussion on the macrosemantics of those extracts, and the last section includes a
discussion of the extract using a Benthamite lens.

Participants, positions and roles
The following table outlines the various participants who contributed to the discourse on the
topic Shale Oil Mining, their role in relation to the committee hearings, their position and the
institution which they are representing. This table shows those involved in the discussion on
Shale Oil Mining included the Minister, Government Senators, Opposition Senators, Minor
Party Senators (both Committee members and Participating Senators) and senior public
servants including the Chairperson of the GBRMPA and the Secretary of the Department.
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Table 27: GBRMPA – Actors (Shale Oil Mining)
Actors: 2001-02
Name:

Role

Position

Institution

Senator Hill

Minister

Government Senator

Lib S.A.

Senator Allison

Participating Senator

Minor Party Senator

Aust Dem. Vic

Ms Chadwick

Public servant

Chair

GBRMPA

Name:

Role

Position

Institution

Senator Kemp

Minister

Government Senator

Lib Vic

Senator Eggleston

Chair

Government Senator

Lib WA

Senator Carr

Participating member

Opposition Senator

ALP Vic

Senator McLucas

Participating member

Opposition Senator

ALP QLD

Senator Allison

Participating member

Minor Party Senator

Aust Dem. Vic

Mr Beale

Public Servant

Dept. Secretary

DEH

Mr Early

Public Servant

First Assistant Secretary

DEH

Mr Manson

Public Servant

Executive director

GBRMPA

Name:

Role

Position

Institution

Senator Allison

Committee member

Minor Party Senator

Aust Dem. Vic

Mr Borthwick

Public Servant

Dept. Secretary

DHE

Ms Chadwick

Public servant

Chair

GBRMPA

Mr Early

Public Servant

First Assistant Secretary

DHE

Actors: 2002-03

Actors: 2004-05

Speech and Communication Acts
The speech acts in the extract on the discussion of Shale Oil Mining included both negative
and neutral speech acts. The focus of the discussion was based on advice the Department
may have received from other government agencies indicating whether or not they support
the submission of a company in relation to extracting shale oil in a region which impacts on
the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park. The senior public servants ensured they answered only
the specific questions asked, not necessarily what the Senator was thinking he was asking as
the questions appeared to be looking to find fault or information which has been withheld.
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The word submission in his questions was not the correct term to use as the other government
agencies were asked to comment on an Environmental Impact Statement of the company’s
proposed operations not the company’s submission to develop it operations. This level of
specificity, based on the use of language and the interpretation of the language used, was the
key communication act used in this extract and it created quite a bit of angst, particularly for
the participating Opposition Senator who was leading the line of questioning. The senior
public servants and the Minister responded to the Opposition Senator’s questions in attempts
to seek clarification on what submission the Senator was actually talking about.

The

following are some of the questions asked of the Opposition Senator
Mr Beale—I do not quite understand what submission you are referring to.
Mr Beale—I come back to saying: what submission?
Senator Kemp—Just for clarification, there is a bit of confusion around here about
aspects of your question, which you might seek to clarify for us so we can help you.
Just what is the submission that you are quoting from?
Senator Kemp—You keep on talking about a submission and about people making
comments. Would you like to enlighten the committee as to what submission you are
talking about so that we are better able to respond to your questions?
Through asking for clarification on what submission the Opposition Senator was talking
about he was able to determine, finally, the information he was seeking was in relation to
advice the Department received about the proposal, not a submission. Unfortunately for the
Opposition Senator the public servants then advised the Senator
Mr Beale—Any advice provided by the Australian Greenhouse Office or the
department would have been in the context of our responding to requests in a cabinet
context and therefore not advice that I would share with you.
The communication act of argumentation was also evident in the extract particularly in
relation to the ability and authority of the information on the advice received about the
proposal to extract shale oil.
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Macrosemantics
The topic Shale Oil Mining was raised during the 2001-02 and 2002-03, estimates hearings,
by a participating Opposition Senator, and in 2004-05 by a Minor Party participating Senator.

The control in the extract of the discussion on the topic in 2002-03 appeared to be with the
public servants, which is quite unusual considering this topic is based on government policy
on which they are not able to comment.

This level of control, based on much greater

understanding of the topic and the protection [and knowledge] of the committee rules,
allowed the public servants to avoid answering the questions posed by the Opposition
senator. This avoidance was not improper as the questions were asking the public servants to
provide responses to areas outside their authority. For example the following is an extract of
a question asked by the Opposition Senator and the response from the senior public servant.

Senator CARR—I will enlighten you. It is my contention that the Australian
Greenhouse Office in fact provided you with advice ... can you now indicate to me
what the department’s view is about the government’s allocation of $36 million to this
company to undertake a project which will seriously undermine Australia’s
greenhouse efforts?
Mr Beale—Senator, I have already advised you twice that, within the rules of this
committee, it is not appropriate for me to comment on advice received from others or
provide it to others in any context bearing on a cabinet submission. Chair, I would ask
you to confirm my understanding that it would be quite inappropriate for me to
comment on that one way or another. Certainly it would not be appropriate to give a
personal or a departmental view in relation to a decision made by the government in
that regard.

From this point onwards the Chair, the Minister and the Opposition Senator engaged in a
discussion clarifying the nature of the question and whether or not it is appropriate for a
senior public servant to provide the Senate Legislation Committee with opinions whether
they be personal or on behalf of the Department. This extract provides a very clear example
of resistance to dominance.
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Benthamite Lens
The discussion on the topic of Shale Oil Mining in the GBRMP during the estimates hearings
like other politically contentious topics, seemed to stretch the Benthamite thinking that truth
is established by “facts” by the questioning seeking the opinions of officers of the
department. For example, Senator Carr asked the Secretary of the Department, Mr Beale, to
comment on, and if he agreed with, an article in a national newspaper which indicated a
ruling on a Shale Oil Mining project was contrary to government policy. Besides seeking the
opinions of departmental staff being contrary to the rules of the estimates hearings, the value
in the opinion of a departmental officer would generally be limited when their role is to
implement government policy. The main Benthamite notion demonstrated in this extract is
around the use of language and seeking clarity (transparency) on whether the government
department has received support from another government organisation on a submission from
a company in relation to the extraction of Shale Oil. The discussions, at least the responses
by the departmental officers and the Minister, seemed to focus on clarity of the wording
rather than the object of the discussions and as such Senator Carr tried to provide clarity on
the specifics of his question, in a true Benthamite style with the provision of facts drawn from
reports, publicity, and tabulations.

Conclusion
This chapter is made up of three distinct sections. The first section provides an outline of the
multifarious nature of the research method Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) and includes in
the discussion the structure of the CDA applied in this chapter as well as the methodological
decisions researchers may consider when undertaking CDA. Some of the key factors in CDA
used in this research include the various aspects of context in which the text is created, the
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actors involved in contributing to the text and the different speech acts used by these actors.
The second and third sections of this chapter cover the application of the research method
analysis on the data. In the second section the analysis is on the extracts from the Hansard
transcripts of the estimates hearings of the Budget estimates of the Australian Antarctic
Division (AAD) focusing on key topics identified in Chapter 5. The third section is based on
extracts from Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority (GBRMPA) estimates hearings.

A unique approach to the application of CDA in this study is the inclusion and use of a
Benthamite lens in the analysis. In addition to analysing the extracts based on the positions
and roles of the actors involved in the creation of the text, the speech and communication acts
used by these actors and the topics they raised the Benthamite lens extends the analysis. The
key contribution of the Benthamite lens to the analysis is that it provides an alternative
perspective in reviewing the language used in the creation of the text. Bentham was often
troubled by the (mis)use of language, particularly in public administration, in the reporting of
performance as he believed transparency was crucial but often as the language used was only
accessible to those individuals with the power, such as the professionals, wider transparency
was not achieved. This concern with language is what links Bentham’s thoughts on reporting
to CDA.

The following chapter will refer to and review the findings from the application of the
research methods, presented in both this Chapter and the previous Chapter, to address the two
research questions as well as to highlight the significance of this study in relation to public
sector accountability.

Page 245

Chapter 7 – Discussion and Conclusions.

Introduction
This final chapter includes a number of sections which contribute to completing this thesis.
The first section provides a summary of the thesis, including a brief discussion on the
motivation, scope and research design of the study.

The second section extends the

discussion of the analysis presented in Chapters 5 and 6 for both the Australian Antarctic
Division and the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority with specific focus on the
application of the research methods in exploring and addressing the two research questions.
The third section outlines the significance and the contributions this study. This is followed
by a discussion on some of the limitations of this study and future research opportunities.

Motivation and Scope
The motivation to undertake this research is based on two separate influences. The first
influencing factor is one of professional interest which was ignited after watching some of the
estimates hearings of the Senate Legislation Committees in 2000 while the author worked in
the Budget Group of the Department of Finance and Administration. These hearings were,
for the first time, on the budget estimates which had been prepared on an accrual basis. The
hearings appeared, initially, to be overly political and not actually operating towards
achieving the purpose of examining the budget estimates of individual government
organisations. The professional interest was fanned in the period 2001 – 2004 while the
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author was working in CSIRO

30

and Centrelink

31

where one of his roles was to assist in

preparing the budgets of these organisations as well as contributing to preparing senior
executive for the estimates hearings.

The second influence follows on from the first

influence. To find out more about the estimates hearings the author identified that there is a
significant gap in the academic research and literature, particularly in the accounting
discipline, on the estimates hearings of the Senate Legislation Committees. The literature on
public sector accountability is quite broad and extensive however it generally is not
specifically focused on the actual accountability processes used in the public sector. The
main focus in the public sector accountability literature is on defining accountability (see
Funnell & Cooper 1998; Mulgan 1997; Sinclair 1995), identifying different types of
accountability (see Glynn & Murphy 1996; Polidano 1998; Sinclair 1995; Parker & Gould
1999, Mulgan 1997, Romzek 2000), the role of audit and occasionally, in the Australian
context, the role and operation of the Australian Parliament’s Joint Committee of Public
Accounts and Audit (see Thomas 2009). The literature on the Senate Legislation Committee
estimates hearings is quite sparse. Based on these motivations the primary purpose of this
study was to examine whether the Senate Legislation Committees, when reviewing the
budget estimates of government organisations, actually contribute to the discharge of
Parliament’s and Government’s financial accountabilities. To address this purpose, two
research questions were developed:

Question 1: To what extent does the Senate Estimates process contribute to the
discharge of Parliament’s and Government’s financial accountability?
and
30

“CSIRO, the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation, is Australia's national science
agency and one of the largest and most diverse research agencies in the world” (http://www.csiro.au/).
31
“Centrelink delivers a range of government payments and services for retirees, the unemployed, families,
carers, parents, people with disabilities, Indigenous Australians, and people from diverse cultural and linguistic
backgrounds, and provides services at times of major change” (DHS 2011, p. 3).
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Question 2: To what degree do the outcomes of the Senate Estimates committees serve
the interests of the public or the interests of Senators (and their parties), senior
departmental officers (and their departments); or Portfolio Ministers (and their
parties)?

The data selected to explore these research questions was sourced from the Senate
Legislation Committee on Environment and Communications estimates hearings for two
different Commonwealth government reporting entities over a period of seven financial years
2001-02 to 2007-08. This time period is significant as it was a period of political consistency
with the Liberal/National Party Coalition in Government until September 2007 and it was
also just after the development and implementation of the accrual budgeting in the Australian
Commonwealth public sector.

The first reporting entity was the Australian Antarctic

Division, a division of the Department of the Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts and
the second reporting entity was the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority, a Statutory
Authority in the Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities Portfolio.

Research design
The research framework is based on the application of three complementary and supporting
research methods: content analysis, thematic analysis and critical discourse analysis.
Detailed discussion on these methods is presented in Chapter 3. The theoretical framework is
based on key components of two different political economy theories: the theory of
legitimation and institutional theory as well as a reflection on Jeremy Bentham’s discussion
of topics such as public administration, bookkeeping and publicity (reporting) as well as
Bentham’s thoughts on the (mis)use of language and surveillance.
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Research Discussion
The following extends the discussion of the analysis of this study in relation to the two
identified research questions and the theoretical framework presented in Chapter 4. The
discussion is structured along the components of the theoretical framework and concludes
with a position in response to the research question.

Research Question 1
The first research question, To what extent does the Senate Estimates process contribute to
the discharge of Parliament’s and Government’s financial accountability? is the focus of the
analysis presented in Chapter 5 where content analysis and thematic analysis were the
methods used to analyse the Hansard transcripts of the Senate Legislation Committees
estimates hearing of the Australian Antarctic Division and the Great Barrier Reef Marine
Park Authority.

Data Analysis – Methods
Content analysis is a research method based on the coding of text [in this thesis, the Hansard
transcripts] (Hackston & Milne 1996) to enable the analysis of the text (Krippendorff 2004;
Harwood and Garry 2003).

To code the text, the researcher needs to identify the data

groupings of which the text is to be classified. When reviewing the Hansard transcripts, the
most appropriate data groupings were instances; number of words; and average number of
words per instance. Instances was considered the more appropriate data grouping than the
often used data group sentences (for example see Hackston & Milne 1996) as instances
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referred specifically to each contribution to the estimates hearing which can be attributed to
one individual at one point in time. This specificity allowed for more detailed examination of
the text as well as supporting the identification of specific topics discussed.

Once the data groupings were determined, it was necessary to identify specific categories, as
outlined in Chapter 5, in which to code the text. The first stage of the content analysis was
based on three discrete categories: Measures and Budget; Policy; and General, which were
identified after initial reviews of the Hansard transcripts. The category Measures and Budget
included the discussions on the operations, performance and funding of the reporting entity.
The second category, Policy, included the discussions and debate on policy issues while the
third category, General, included all discussion which does not fit into the categories
Measures and Budgets and Policy. The second stage of the content analysis focused on the
questions raised during the hearings with the categories based on to who the questions were
directed. The specific categories in this stage of the content analysis were Questions directed
to Minister; Questions directed to Agency/Dept; and Questions directed to Other Senators.

The above data groupings and the categories were used as quantitative measures to inform an
empirical analysis of the Hansard transcripts. From this analysis, it is possible to determine
the focus of the Senate Estimate hearings, and who and to what level individuals participated
in the hearings, and to draw inferences in relation to the research question.

The second research method used in this thesis was thematic analysis which flowed from the
content analysis on the Hansard transcripts. This approach is consistent with that identified
by Duriau, Reger and Pfarrer (2007) who explained that the process of developing categories
in content analysis leads to the identification of themes in the text.

In this study the
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categories, Measures and Budget; Policy; and General, were considered to be relevant
themes and as such were the basis of the thematic analysis. This part of the study focussed
on identifying the different topics raised during the estimates hearings and grouping these
topics under the three themes for the purpose of evaluating the Hansard transcripts in relation
to addressing the research question. The following section will outline the results of the
application of content analysis and thematic analysis on the research data.

Data Analysis – Results (AAD)
The Hansard transcripts of the estimates hearings on the Australian Antarctic Division over
the period 201-02 to 2007-08, as presented in Chapter 5, indicate that 45% of the instances
(607) were coded under the category Measures and Budget, 49% (652) of the instances were
coded as Policy and 6% (79) of instances were coded as General. These basic quantitative
results indicate that while only 45% of the discussions during the estimates hearings were
directly focused on Measures and Budget, the discussions did address the purpose of the
estimates process to examine the proposed annual expenditure contained in the appropriation
bills (Senate Brief 5 2005).

The second stage of the content analysis looked at grouping the questions raised during the
hearings into three categories: Questions directed to Minister; Questions directed to
Agency/Dept; and Questions directed to Other Senators. The grouping of the questions
indicated that 19% (89) of the questions raised were directed to the Minister, 21 questions
(4%) were directed to other attending Senators while the vast majority of questions (77% 366) were directed to the senior public servants representing the AAD and the Department.
The proportion of questions asked during the estimates hearings directed to the senior public
servants indicates, at least quantitatively, the estimates process was used primarily to
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scrutinise the estimates in the Appropriation Bills so as to assess the performance of the AAD
and its administration and delivery of government policy and programs (Evans 2004).

The thematic analysis resulted in the identification of 4032 separate topics which were raised
and discussed during the AAD estimates hearings. The majority of the topics 21 (52.5%)
were grouped under the theme Measures and Budget while 14 (35%) and 5 (12.5%) of the
topics raised which were considered to be associated with the themes Policy and General
respectively. These results indicate the focus of the AAD estimates hearings over the study
period was on topics which directly related to assessing the operational performance and
administration of the AAD. Again, similar to the results from the content analysis, the
thematic analysis indicates quantitatively the Senate Estimates process does contribute to the
discharge of Parliament’s and Government’s financial accountability.

Data Analysis – Results (GBRMPA)
The Hansard transcripts of the estimates hearing on the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park
Authority over the period 2001-02 to 2007-08, as presented in Chapter 5, indicate that 52.5%
of the instances (1,339) were coded under the category Measures and Budget, 47% (1,198) of
instances were coded as Policy and an immaterial 0.5% (13) of instances were coded as
General. The proportion of instances (52.5%) coded under the category Measures and
Budget for the GBRMPA was greater than the 45% of the AAD indicates quantitatively the
discussion during the estimates hearings of the GBRMPA was predominately focused on
examining the funding and operations of the GBRMPA.
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The second stage of the content analysis which looked at grouping the questions raised during
the hearings into the three categories. Of the 892 questions raised in the GBRMPA estimates
hearings 10% (89) of the questions were directed to the Minister, 84 questions (9%) were
directed to other attending senators while the vast majority of questions (81% - 719) were
directed to the senior public servants representing the GBRMPA and the Department. The
majority of the questions (89%) asked during the estimates hearings were directed to the
senior public servants, this result was greater than the AAD result for similar analysis, and
this suggests, at least quantitatively, the estimates process was used to scrutinise the estimates
in the Appropriation Bills so as to assess the performance of the GBRMPA and its
administration of government policy and programs (Evans 2004).

The thematic analysis resulted in the identification of 10733 separate topics which were
discussed during the GBRMPA estimates hearings. The majority of the topics 63 (59%) were
grouped under the theme Measures and Budget while there were 41 (38%) and 3 (3%) topics
raised which were considered to be associated with the themes Policy and General. These
results indicate the focus of the GBRMPA estimates hearings over the study period was on
topics which were directly related to assessing the operational performance and
administration of the GBRMPA.

Research Question 2
The second research question, To what degree do the outcomes of the Senate Estimates
committees serve the interests of the public or the interests of Senators (and their parties),
senior departmental officers (and their departments); or Portfolio Ministers (and their
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parties)? is the focus of the analysis presented in Chapter 6. Critical discourse analysis
(CDA) was the method used to analyse selected extracts of the Hansard transcripts of the
Senate Legislation Committees estimates hearing of the Australian Antarctic Division and the
Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority.

Data Analysis – Methods
The primary research method used to address the second research question was critical
discourse analysis. This method was used to examine the Hansard transcripts based on
specific topics identified through the application of thematic analysis as outlined in Chapter
5. These selected Hansard extracts were of the discussions on the topics Airlink, Budget
processes and Mineral Mining raised during the Australian Antarctic Division hearings and
the topics of Water quality, Environmental management charge, Governance and Shale oil
mining discussed during the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority hearings.

Critical discourse analysis involves the identification of specific meanings and interpretations
of the text, in this study the Hansard extracts, which contribute to the (re)production of
dominance (van Dijk 1993). As discussed in Chapter 3 there is no one way to undertake
critical discourse analysis and it is reasonable to expect different studies applying critical
discourse analysis will be multifarious. One approach is where the critical discourse analysis
is based on the researcher addressing three methodological decisions (Leitch & Palmer 2010).
The first is in relation to defining the key terms such as context and domination, the second is
the methodological decision on the selection of text to be analysed and the third is based on
what the researcher discovers through the analysis of the text (ie what does it tell us). These
methodological decisions are discussed in more detail in Chapters 3 and 6.
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In this study, the structure of the critical discourse analysis was based on an approach
provided by van Dijk (1993) which includes analysing the access individuals and groups have
(and don’t have) to contribute to the discourse; the context in which the discourses were
created; the various actors who contribute to the discourse and the roles and position in which
they act; the communication acts in the discourse and the macrosemantics of the discourse.

The following sections will discuss the results of the critical discourse analysis, presented in
Chapter 6, of the selected extracts of the Hansard transcripts for the Australian Antarctic
Division and Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority.

Data Analysis – Results (AAD)
The selected Hansard transcripts of the estimates hearings on the Australian Antarctic
Division over the period 2001-02 to 2007-08, were extracts of the discussions on the topics of
Airlink and Budget Processes grouped in the theme Measures and Budget and the topic
Mineral Mining under the theme Policy. The topic of Airlink was raised in hearings in four
of the years in the study period, while the topic of Budget Processes was raised twice and the
topic Mineral Mining only raised once. The number of times these topics were raised in the
hearings does not reflect on their level of importance but rather the timing of the discussion
reflects the reason for these topics being raised. For example the topic Airlink was raised in
the hearings of 2001-02, 2003-04, 2004-05 and 2005-06. As this topic was focused on the
operations (Measures and Budget) of the AAD the discussions were primarily around the
progress the AAD was making in relation to delivering on a project funded through
previously passed Appropriation Bills. Whereas the discussion on the topic Mineral Mining,
only raised in 2006-07, was focused on discrediting a newly elected Government Senator and
embarrassing the Government. This could be seen as the Non-Government Senators resisting
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the (re)production of dominance of the government. The timing of the discussion on the
topic Mineral Mining is also worth considering as it was raised in the hearings which took
place only a few months before a Federal election.

The actors involved in the discussions on the topics under the theme of Measures and Budget
included government and Non-Government senators as well as senior public service
representatives from the both the Department and the Australian Antarctic Division. The mix
was fairly balanced between all the actors indicating the discussions were focused on gaining
information and clarity of the operations of the AAD that is contributing to the discharge of
their accountabilities. The speech and communication acts during these discussions included
positive, negative and neutral speech acts34 from the public servants as they mostly responded
to questions from Non-Government senators seeking additional information or clarification
on the topics of Airlink and Budget Processes.

The discussions on the topic Mineral Mining under the theme Policy was much more
inclusive with five government senators as well as three non-government senators and one
public servant participating in the hearings. This mix of actors is reflective of the theme,
Policy, where the focus of the discussion, in this case Mineral Mining in the Antarctic, was
primarily on discrediting or defending the Government rather than in examining the proposed
expenditure and operational performance of the public service entity.

The Critical Discourse Analysis of the extracts of the Australian Antarctic Division Hansards
demonstrate the Senate Legislation Committee provides the opportunity for dominant
members of Parliament, namely the Minister and Senators from the government, to

34

Refer to Chapter 4 for details and discussion on these speech and communication acts.
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(re)produce their dominance over Non-Government Senators and public servants in the
accountability processes. The analysis also showed that the Non-Government Senators, both
Opposition Senators and Minor Party Senators, attempt to resist the dominance of the
Government Senators on a number of occasions as well as assert their own dominance over
the public servants. However this (re)production of dominance and the inequality between
the various actors in the Senate Legislation Committee can be considered appropriate as the
Government Senators are acting in their roles as per the Westminster system of government
which clarifies their positions. The Non-Government Senators are also fulfilling their role as
alternative government Senators in providing a level of assurance and challenging and testing
the discharge of accountability of both the Government and the public service in the delivery
of government policy.

Data Analysis – Results (GBRMPA)
The selected Hansard transcripts of the estimates hearing on the Great Barrier Reef Marine
Park Authority over the period 2001-02 to 2007-08, were extracts of the discussions on the
topics of Water quality and Environmental Management Charge grouped under the theme
Measures and Budget and the topics Governance and Shale oil mining under the theme
Policy. As with the AAD the number of times these topics were raised in the hearings does
not reflect on their level of importance to the GBRMPA. The topics Water quality and
Environmental Management Charge were raised in the hearings of three and four years
respectively and can be linked directly to the GBRMPA objective to work “towards the
Marine Park's long-term protection and ecological sustainability, as well as understanding
and enjoyment for all Australians and the international community, through the care and
development of the Marine Park” (GBRMPA 2010).

The selection of these topics,

macrosemantics, is consistent with exploring the operations (Measures and Budget) of the
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GBRMPA and the use of public funds in the GBRMPA’s operations. The topics Governance
and Shale oil mining were raised during five and three estimates hearings respectively. The
topic of Governance is an on-going issue with the Government defending the structure of and
the governance processes in-place while the topic Shale Oil Mining is an issue which needs
regular discussion indicating the need for the Government to make clear its final position.
Again the discussion of Policy related topics is focused on embarrassing and discrediting the
Government as well as challenging the dominance of the Government.

The next section will review and discuss the results of the content analysis, thematic analysis
and critical discourse analysis through the theoretical framework outlined in Chapter 4.

Theoretical Framework Discussion
Theory of legitimation
The theory of legitimation focuses on the processes used by organisations and institutions to
achieve, maintain, extend, defend or repair their legitimacy (Deephouse & Suchman 2008;
O’Donovan 2002; Suchman 1995). As outlined in Chapter 4 of this thesis, Richardson
(1987) suggested that there are three different perspectives of legitimation including the
structural-functionalist perspective where actors undertake acts based on “symbols which
imply an obligation ... to perform certain socially valued acts” (Richardson 1987 p. 345); the
social-constructionist perspective where actors undertake processes based on values
continuously developed from “interaction among members of society” (Richardson 1987 p.
343); and the hegemonic perspective where processes are undertaken based on values created
from elite ideologies (Richardson 1987). The legitimation perspective used in this thesis is
the social-constructionist perspective which is consistent with the ontological assumption
(discussed in Chapter 3) that reality is a continuous process created through language,
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actions, routines in relation to other social norms and values (Burrell & Morgan 1979;
Deephouse & Suchman 2008, Morgan & Smircich 1980). A key aspect of the socialconstructionist perspective is that experts and professionals, individually and in groups, are
regarded as significant in creating values and constructing reality (Boland and Pondy 1983;
Richardson 1987). This aspect links with the key actors who contribute to the creation of the
discourse in the Senate estimates hearings.

In looking at the creation of, and analysis of, the research data, it is possible to see how the
social-constructivist perspective is reflected during the estimates hearings. The nature of the
actions taken in the estimates hearings demonstrate the process to create reality through, for
example, the differing speech acts adopted by the various ‘professional’ actors (both
politicians and public servants) during the hearing. The raising of specific topics is also
reflective of the social-constructionist perspective of legitimation as those topics raised would
be considered important to society while those not raised are by neglect considered to be
unimportant in the construction of reality (in the view of the actors) and in the process of
individuals and groups achieving, maintaining, extending, defending or repairing their
legitimacy (Deephouse & Suchman 2008; O’Donovan 2002; Suchman 1995). The selection
or non-selection of topics to raise and discuss contributes to the creation of values by ‘experts
and professionals’ and in-turn contributes to the creation of reality and the legitimation
processes.

The next section will discuss the results through the application of Institutional Theory.

Institutional theory
Institutional theory is used to explore and explain the adoption of practices, procedures and
structures, considered to be the ‘right way’ to operate and manage, by organisations and
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institutions (Boxenbaum & Jonsson 2008; Scott 1987). The ‘right way’ is created by social
processes and perceived obligations and in turn take on “rulelike status in social thought and
action” (Meyer & Rowan 1977, p. 341). DiMaggio and Powell (1983) and Scott (1987)
suggest that as organisations and institutions operate the ‘right way’ organisational stability is
increased and they become more efficient and effective (Meyer & Rowan 1977). The ‘right
way’, a social construction, gives way to the creation of processes, practices and structures
which are considered to be rationalised myths (as discussed in Chapter 4), that is,
organisations could be considered to be operating irrationally if they do not adopt these
processes, practices and structures (Boxenbaum & Jonsson 2008; Meyer & Rowan, 1977;
Suchman 1995; Zucker 1987). The organisations and institutions in this study are the two
Federal Commonwealth reporting entities (AAD and GBRMPA), Parliament, Government
and Non-Government parties and the public service. The processes, practices and structures
are demonstrated through and reflected in the performance of the various actors participating
in the estimates hearings of the Senate Legislation Committees. The actors participating in
the estimates hearings, while individuals, are representatives of organisations and institutions
and this representation confirms the appropriateness of using the examination of isomorphic
pressures to explore the estimates hearings.

The focus of Institutional Theory on

organisational stability, efficiency and effectiveness (Meyer and Rowan 1977) links directly
with some of the stated objectives of New Public Management as well as the thoughts
Bentham had on the operations of the public sector.

Institutional theory suggests organisations and institutions will adopt the ‘right’ processes,
practices and structures [rationalised myths] in response to isomorphic pressures exerted on
the organisation or institution (Boxenbaum & Jonsson 2008; Dillard et al 2004; DiMaggio &
Powell 1983; Pollitt 2001; Scott 1987). While DiMaggio and Powell (1983) identified two
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types of isomorphism; competitive and institutional, this study is based on institutional
isomorphism where the pressures are linked to different organisations including government
institutions and professional bodies.

The isomorphic pressures which contribute to

institutional isomorphism are coercive isomorphism which includes pressure exerted on
organisations by other organisations upon which they are dependent (Dillard et al 2004;
DiMaggio & Powell 1983, Pollitt 2001); mimetic isomorphism where an organisation
attempts to imitate a more (or at least perceived to be) successful organisation (Boxenbaum &
Jonsson 2008; Dillard et al 2004; DiMaggio & Powell 1983; Oliver 1991); and normative
isomorphism where organisations and institutions adopt those processes, practices and
structures considered professionally proper (Deephouse & Suchman 2008; Suchman 1995) by
professionals who have undertaken similar education and standardised training (Boxenbaum
& Jonsson 2008; Pollitt 2001).

The research topic and the collected and analysed data can be explored and explained through
the use of institutional theory. The recent reforms, particularly the financial reforms, could
be considered to be rationalised myths which have been developed and implemented or
adopted by the public sector to improve the perceived objectives aligned with New Public
Management. The drive for efficiency, effectiveness and improved operational performance
and performance reporting could be, and has been, argued as not necessarily consistent the
role of government (see for example Funnell, Jupe & Andrew, 2009).

However these

objectives are now considered, and expected, to be a key focus of the Australian Federal
Parliament. These reforms, or rationalised myths, such as the adoption of accrual accounting,
play important roles in the accountability processes in Australia’s Westminster system of
government. For example, the estimates hearings of the Senate Legislation Committees rely
very heavily on the budget estimates prepared on an accrual basis. The practice of publicly
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reviewing the proposed expenditure and operations of government reporting entities in the
hearings is forced [coerced] as is the preparation of the material to be reviewed, however the
selection of topics to discuss in the hearings is reflective of the different isomorphic
pressures. For example, the discussion of some topics based on Measures and Budget may
be considered due to mimetic isomorphism as the selection of specific topics could be based
on previous hearings where topics considered appropriate to discuss in relation to actors
demonstrating their individual accountability to the process. The topics raised during the
hearings could also be considered contributing to mimetic isomorphism as they are the result
of Discussions on topics which are directly related to the operations and/or performance of
the organisation, such as Water Quality for the GBRMPA, may be considered the result of
mimetic isomorphism.

Whereas the discussion on Mineral Mining could be due to the coercive isomorphic pressure
exerted by the Non-Government Senators (particularly the Opposition Senators) who
represent a different institution to the institution represented by the Minister and other
Government Senators. The Minister and other Government Senators were coerced into
defending and clarifying their position on this topic. They had no intention of raising and
discussing this issue. However as a result of coercive isomorphic pressures they were forced
into the discussion. In relation to normative isomorphism, the actual structure and processes
associated with the Senate Legislation Committees could be seen as the result of normative
isomorphic pressures.

The following section will briefly examine this study and the research data through areas
Jeremy Bentham considered to be consistent with proper public sector governance.
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Bentham
The Benthamite lens used in this thesis examined the research data to determine whether the
data addresses (or contradicts) a number of specific notions of public sector governance
promoted by Bentham. The first notion considered is that the material presented contributes
to the utility or interest of society and this is demonstrated through the reporting (publicity)
and transparency of management performance. Bentham believed clarity, understandability
and comparability of disclosed performance information to be the driving factors in the
presentation of the information (Gallhofer & Haslam 1994a; Hume 1970). These factors
would contribute to increased transparency and greater level of comfort for society that the
public interest was the focus of public organisations. Another key aspect of the Benthamite
lens is the (mis)use of language to both provide and distort information and in the process
either increase or obfuscate transparency (Martin 1997). The use of language was a key
focus of Bentham’s and his primary concern was on the use of language as a tool to exclude
those who did not have specialised knowledge to understand the terms used in particular
disclosures. The inclusion of this aspect of Bentham’s work links the lens with the main
research method used in this study, critical discourse analysis.

Bentham’s thoughts on public administration included the role of government and the
legislation created by government with specific mention that “the public good ought to be the
subject of the legislator [and] general utility ought to be the foundation of his reasonings”
(Bentham 1789, p. 1). This view is consistent with the objective of the estimates hearings of
the Senate Legislation Committees to review the proposed expenditure of government entities
and their operational performance in relation to the delivery of Government policy. As
Government policy is based, generally, on the ‘good’ of the public as a whole rather than for
specific individuals, the processes of the Senate Legislation Committee do appear to support
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Bentham’s objective of ‘public good’. For example the discussions associated with the topics
under the theme Measures and Budget reflect Bentham’s idea on the role of the legislator and
by implication the parties and actors who contribute to making transparent the proposed
expenditure of the government organisations.

In addition the processes of the Senate

Legislation Committees are consistent with Gallhofer and Haslam (2003) explanation of
Bentham’s expectation for “openness to as many people as possible” (p. 43) as well as
Bentham’s desire for the implementation of practices to discharge accountability.

The following section discusses the author’s position in relation to the research design and
methodology addressing the two identified research questions.

Position
The first research question reflects upon whether the estimates process contributes to the
discharge of both Parliament’s and the Government’s financial accountability. The analysis
of the selected Hansards using content analysis, thematic analysis and critical discourse
analysis clearly demonstrates that the estimates hearings do contribute to the discharge of
both Parliament’s and the Government’s financial accountability.

The content analysis

indicated that a significant proportion of the hearings of both government reporting entities in
this study was devoted to discussion directly related to the objective of the hearings,
categorised as on Measures and Budget, to scrutinise the proposed expenditure of the entities
and assess their performance in the administration of government policy and programs
(Evans 2004). The thematic analysis also indicated a significant proportion of the topics
raised in the estimates hearings of both the Australian Antarctic Division and the Great
Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority were directly linked to the stated objectives of the
hearings. The results of the critical discourse analysis indicated through a number of areas
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the Senate Estimates hearings do contribute to the discharge of public sector financial
accountability. Firstly, the participation of different actors, in different roles, demonstrates
that the estimates hearings are forums for robust discussion making visible various aspects of
the operations and performance of the government reporting entities.

Secondly the

macrosemantics suggest the actors were trying to select and raise topics for discussion which
would increase the transparency of the government reporting entities proposed expenditure as
well as their operational performance. Lastly, the critical discourse analysis of the selected
texts highlighted, through the use of differing speech and communication acts that the
participating actors were passionate and took their roles seriously in contributing to the
process rather than just than just passively going through the motions.

The second research question was based on determining whether the estimates hearings serve
the public interest or the interest of the actors or some combination of the two. The analysis
undertaken by content analysis, thematic analysis and critical discourse analysis (as discussed
above) indicate the hearings did contribute the discharge of financial accountability and this
in turn suggests the interests of the public are served through the estimates process.
However, this result is not mutually exclusive when determining if the hearings serve the
interests of the participating actors. Indeed much of the discussion, as demonstrated through
the critical discourse analysis, highlights that the actors regularly took the opportunity to put
forward their and their institution’s view of the world. The debate and the challenging of the
various positions of both Government and Non-Government parties Senators during the
hearings provided the opportunity to thoroughly examine the proposed expenditure of both
the AAD and the GBRMPA as well as assess their operational performance. And while
deficiencies may have been identified and discussed, such as the issues of Governance in the
GBRMPA and the delays in the Airlink program of the AAD, there was no indication that
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these hampered the discharge of financial accountability or compromised the public interest.
From the analysis in this thesis of the Hansard extracts, the discussions during the Senate
Estimates hearings do contribute to the discharge of the Parliament’s and Government’s
financial accountability and address the public interest. To a lesser extent, the hearings also
seem to serve the interests of the actors participating in the hearings and the institutions they
represent.

Occasionally individual actors used the hearings to raise topics of specific

importance to themselves, either politically or electorally. For example Senators from the
Greens Party would often raise discussion on topics such as Whaling and other conservation
focused topics, while Government Senators used the opportunity to support decisions they
had already made.

Contribution of this Study
This thesis makes one specific contribution and that is to the academic literature on public
sector accountability. This contribution can be broken down into a number of specific areas
including accountability literature; public sector financial reforms literature; and new public
management literature. In relation to accountability literature, as mentioned earlier, there is
very limited academic research which explores the role of the Senate Legislation
Committees. There is one study by Mulgan (2008) where he used content analysis on a
sample of estimates hearings to explore the changes in accountability priorities between 1986
and 2003. However other than Mulgan’s (2008) study the estimates process is only outlined
by description rather than explored through analysis on the outputs of the process. This thesis
makes a clear contribution to the accountability literature with specific focus on the
contribution of the estimates process to public sector accountability.

The secondary

contributions of this thesis to academic literature including to public sector financial reforms,
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new public management, and accounting literature are based on examination of the material
while setting the scene for this research and through the application of the research methods.
For example the contribution of this research to the accounting literature, where the research
challenges “orthodox understandings and practices” (Sikka & Willmott 1997, p. 150) is based
on the two research questions, both of which suggest the exploration of taken-for-granted
assumptions.

Limitations of this Study
The focus of this thesis is on a prescribed public sector accountability process where the
proposed expenditure contained in the Appropriation Bills are forwarded by the Senate to one
of the nine Senate Legislation Committees. These nine Senate Legislation Committees are
responsible for reviewing all of the Appropriations Bills and (with 20 Departments of State,
105 Agencies under the Financial Management and Accountability Act 1997 and 87 bodies
under the Commonwealth Authorities and Companies Act 199735) it would not be feasible to
examine the details of each reporting entity in this study. While analysis of the estimates
hearings of other government reporting entities would be of value and interest, the focus of
this study was on the process rather than individual reporting entities and therefore this
limitation is not considered to detract from the analysis and findings.

Another limitation of this study is that the study was undertaken with hindsight, that is the
author knew when Government changed after a Federal election as well as when individual
actors changed their roles. The discourse analysed was created by actors who did not know
for certain whether or not they would be in (out) of Government nor if they would even still

35

As at the 1st January 2011 http://www.finance.gov.au/publications/flipchart/docs/FMACACFlipchart.pdf
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be Senators or senior public servants. This limitation however is not considered significant in
the analysis of the discourse as the objective of the study is to explore and examine the
process and how these actors contributed to the process.

Future Research
The future research opportunities flowing from this thesis are quite extensive and cover a
broad range of areas. The following will outline a number of these areas which would all
continue to a more thorough understanding of the public sector financial accountability.

Extending the theoretical framework presented in this thesis which incorporates the theory of
legitimation and institutional theory as seen through a Benthamite lens could be the basis of
future research. The Benthamite lens used in this thesis is quite unique and provides an
exciting framework for the possible application in future research, particularly in challenging
taken-for-granted practices in the discharge of public sector accountability under the
Westminster system of government. The application of legitimation theory in accounting
research has been somewhat overshadowed by the more popular, in terms of academic
publications, legitimacy theory. However, while exploring the status of organisations and
institutions legitimacy through the application of legitimacy theory has merit in academic
research, the critical researcher wants to identify, explore and challenge the legitimation
processes. Often it appears that the importance and value of legitimation processes are
assumed in those studies applying legitimacy theory whereas the application of the theory of
legitimation allows the critical researcher to challenge the importance and value of the
processes. Rather than the goal being to explain legitimacy, the theory of legitimation looks
at the processes through which an organisation or institution approaches legitimacy.
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The methodological framework of this thesis also presents an opportunity to explore, in
future research, other aspects of public sector financial accountability. This methodological
approach makes possible the qualitative analysis of large sections of text such as Hansard
documents, extended audit reports, as well as other public sector performance and assurance
reports. Through the use of content analysis and thematic analysis, as described in Chapter 3
and applied in Chapter 5, to identify and assist in the selection of text appropriate for the
application of the critical discourse analysis would, in future research, take advantage of the
vast amount of material available for studies on public sector financial accountability.

More specifically future research could focus on identifying those topics which could or
should have been discussed in the estimates hearings of both AAD and GBRMPA. For
example the topics identified through the thematic analysis did not include all the measures
for which the two government organisations had received government appropriations. Future
research could look at those measures which were not raised and explore the reasons why the
participants in the hearings choose not to discuss those them during the estimates hearings.
These silent topics would be identified through a more in-depth analysis of the Portfolio
Budget Statements as well as undertaking a more detailed analysis of the forward estimates of
previous budget papers. In addition future research could also be based on the analysis of
those topics identified through the thematic analysis in Chapter 5 but not covered in this
thesis.

The final area of research to be discussed in this section is in relation to the opportunities in
exploring public sector accountability at the highest level in the public sector through an
examination of the estimates transcripts of Central Agencies (Departments of Finance and
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Deregulation, Treasury, Prime Minister and Cabinet) immediately after a change in
government following a general election.

This research could be explored through a

hegemonic perspective of legitimation, which would be consistent with the general view of
the dominance of these Central Agencies. This research would allow for an examination to
determine if there is a shift in the concept of reality as well as a change in legitimation
processes due to there being a change of the dominant group in Federal politics.
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%

Words #

%

budget

9

8%

263

11%

visitations

8

7%

161

7%

6

5%

201

8%

65

58%

1,307

53%

6

5%

187

8%

10

9%

174

7%

8

7%

173

7%

Themes

Topics

Sub-topics

Measure

EMC

Measure

EMC

Policy

Appropriations

Policy

Governance

Policy

Governance

chairwoman
replacement
appointing council
members

Policy

Governance

thanking chairwoman

Policy

Staffing

112
Measures and Budget
Policy
General

17
95
0
112

2,466
15%
85%
0%

424
2042
0
2466

Page 297

17%
83%
0%

